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REQUESTING THE PRESIDENT AND DIRECTING THE SEC- 
RETARY OF STATE TO TRANSMIT TO THE HOUSE ALL IN- 
FORMATION RELATING TO COMMUNICATION WITH THE 
U.K. BETWEEN 1/1/02 AND 10/16/02 RELATING TO THE POL- 
ICY OF THE U.S. WITH RESPECT TO IRAQ; REQUESTING 
THE PRESIDENT AND DIRECTING THE SECRETARY OF DE- 
FENSE TO TRANSMIT TO THE HOUSE ALL DOCUMENTS 
RELATING TO COMMUNICATIONS WITH THE U.K. RELAT- 
ING TO THE POLICY OF THE U.S. WITH RESPECT TO IRAQ; 
AND DIRECTING THE SECRETARY OF STATE TO TRANSMIT 
TO THE HOUSE DOCUMENTS RELATING TO THE DISCLO- 
SURE OF THE IDENTITY AND EMPLOYMENT OF MS. VAL- 
ERIE PLAME 


WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 14, 2005 

House of Representatives, 

Committee on International Relations, 

Washington, DC. 

The Committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:41 a.m., in room 
2172, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Henry J. Hyde (Chair- 
man of the Committee) presiding. 

Chairman Hyde. The Committee will come to order 

Pursuant to notice, I call up the resolution, H. Res. 375, request- 
ing the President and directing the Secretary of State to transmit 
to the House of Representatives all information in their possession 
relating to communication with officials of the United Kingdom be- 
tween January 1, 2002, and October 16, 2002, relating to the policy 
of the United States with respect to Iraq, for purposes of markup 
and move its adverse recommendation to the House. 

Without objection, the resolution will be considered as read and 
open for amendment at any point. 

[H. Res. 375 follows:] 
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109TII CONGRESS 
1st Session 


H. RES. 375 


Retincstiiig the President and direeting' tlie Secretary of State to transmit 
to the Ilonsc of Representatives not later than 14 days after the date 
of the adoption of this resolution all information in the possession of 
the President and the Secretary of State relatirrg to commrrnicatiorr 
with officials of the United Kinjrdorrr betweerr Jarrrrary 1, 2002, and 
October 16, 2002, relatirro; to the policy of the Urrited States with 
respect to Iraq. 


IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATTVT^S 

July 21, 2005 

Ms. Lee (for herself, Mr. CoNYERS, Ms. Baldwin, Mr. Clay, Mr. Davis of 
Illinois, Mr. Delahunt, Mr. EVANS, Mr. PARK, Mr. Grijaiwa, Mr. 
Gutierrez, Mr. IIinchby, Ms. Jackson-Lee of Texas, Mr. Kucinich, 
Ms. Kili’ATRICK of Michigan, Mr. McDermott, Mr. Oberstar, Mr. 
Owens, Mr. PaIjLone, Mr. Payne, Mr. Rangel, Ms. Schakowsky, Mr. 
Serrano, Mr. Stark, Mr. Thompson of Mississippi, Ms. Watson, Mr. 
WexIjER, arrd Ms. Woolsey) snbrrrittcd the followirrg rcsohrtiorr; which 
was referred to the Committee on International Relations 


RESOLUTION 

Requesting the President and directing the Secretary of State 
to transmit to the House of Representatives not later 
than 14 days after the date of the adoption of this 
resolution all information in the possession of the Presi- 
dent and the Secretaiy of State relating to conininnica- 
tion vitli officials of the United Kingdom between Jann- 
aiy 1, 2002, and October 16, 2002, relating to the 
policy of the United States with respect to Iraq. 


1 
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2 

1 Resolved, Tliat not later than 14 days after the date 

2 of the adoption of this resolution — 

3 (1) the President is requested to transmit to 

4 the House of Representatives all doenments, inclnd- 

5 ing telephone and electronic mail records, logs, cal- 

6 endars, minutes, and memos, in the possession of 

7 the President relating to commnnieations vitli offi- 

8 cials of the United Kingdom from Jannaiy 1, 2002, 

9 to October 16, 2002, relating to the policy of the 

10 United States vith respect to Iraq, inelnding any 

1 1 discussions or commmiications between the Presi- 

12 dent or other Administration officials and officials of 

13 the United Kingdom that occurred before the meet- 

14 ing on July 23, 2002, at 10 Downing Street in Lon- 

15 don, England, between Prime Minister Tony Blair of 

16 the United Kingdom, United Kingdom intelligence 

17 officer Richard Dearlove, and other national security 

18 officials of the Blair Administration; and 

19 (2) the Secretary of State is directed to trans- 

20 niit to the House of Representatives all documents, 

21 inelnding telephone and electronic mail records, logs, 

22 calendars, miimtes, memos, and records of internal 

23 discussions, in the possession of the Secretary relat- 

24 irrg to corrrrnrrrrieatiorrs vdth officials of the Urrited 

25 Kirrgdorn from Jarrrrary 1, 2002, to October 16, 
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1 2002, relating to the policy of the United States 

2 'with respect to Iraq, inclnding any discussions or 

3 commnnications between the Secretary of State or 

4 other officials of the Department of State and offi- 

5 cials of the United Kingdom that occurred before 

6 the meeting on July 23, 2002, at 10 Domiing Street 

7 in London, England, between Prime Minister Tony 

8 Blair of the United Kingdom, United Kingdom intel- 

9 ligence officer Richard Dearlove, and other national 
10 security officials of the Blair Administration. 

O 
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Chairman Hyde. Today, the Committee will consider three reso- 
lutions of inquiry which I intend to call up subsequentially. Ms. 
Lee of California introduced H. Res. 375, requesting the President 
and directing the Secretary of State to transmit documents related 
to communications about the United Kingdom between January 1, 
2002, and October 16, 2002, regarding the United States policy 
with respect to Iraq. 

Mr. Hinchey of New York introduced H. Res. 408, requesting the 
President and directing the Secretary of Defense to transmit infor- 
mation related to communications with officials of the United King- 
dom between January 1, 2001, and March 19, 2003, regarding the 
United States policy with respect to Iraq. 

Finally, Mr. Holt of New Jersey introduced H. Res. 419, directing 
the Secretary of State to transmit documents from May 6, 2003, to 
July 31, 2003, related to the disclosure of the identity and employ- 
ment of Valerie Plame. 

Before calling up the first of the three resolutions, H. Res. 375, 
I would like to note this Committee has reported adversely five res- 
olutions of inquiry in the recent past, including resolutions either 
very similar or nearly identical to the resolutions before us today. 

H. Res. 375 follows publication of the so-called Downing Street 
Memo, a memorandum prepared for a meeting on July 23, 2002, 
between Tony Blair and British officials. The memo was leaked and 
originally published in the May 1, 2005, edition of London’s The 
Sunday Times. The heart of the Downing Street Memo and a polit- 
ical activism surrounding it centers on the author and the memo’s 
description of his impression of United States prewar intelligence 
on Iraq. 

The Downing Street Memo does not raise anything new. The de- 
cision to go to war in Iraq and the intelligence surrounding the de- 
cision have been examined and reexamined. Even a partial recita- 
tion of the studies of the subject is a lengthy exercise, so please 
bear with me. 

The two congressional Select Committees on Intelligence, the 
Commission on the Intelligence Capabilities of the U.S. Regarding 
Weapons of Mass Destruction, known as the Silberman-Robb Com- 
mission, the House of Commons’ Foreign Affairs Committee, and 
the British Hutton Inquiry all reviewed — in detail — prewar intel- 
ligence on Iraq. None found any evidence of Administration officials 
attempting to coerce, influence or pressure intelligence analysts or 
“fixing’ intelligence. 

The Senate and the House Permanent Select Committees on In- 
telligence have exhaustively investigated our prewar intelligence 
on Iraq. Both of these Committees, while finding failures in our in- 
telligence assessments and methods, found no evidence that the 
Administration fixed intelligence to justify its policies. 

For instance. Conclusion Number 83 in the Senate Intelligence 
Committee report entitled, “U.S. Intelligence Community’s Prewar 
Intelligence Assessments on Iraq,” states, and I quote: 

“The Committee did not find any evidence that Administration 
officials attempted to coerce, influence or pressure analysts to 
change their judgments related to Iraq’s weapons of mass de- 
struction capabilities.” 
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This conclusion, as is true of the entire report, was approved by a 
unanimous bipartisan vote by the Senate Committee. The Chair- 
man of the Senate Committee, in his additional views on the Sen- 
ate’s report, noted: 

“The Committee set out to examine a number of issues, includ- 
ing whether anyone within the intelligence community was 
pressured to change their judgments or to reach a specific 
judgment to suit a particular policy objective. Not only did we 
find no such pressure, we found quite the opposite; intelligence 
officials across the community told Members and staff their as- 
sessments were solely the product of their own analyses and 
judgments. They related to Committee staff in interview after 
interview their strong belief that the only pressure they felt 
was to get it right. Every individual with whom we spoke felt 
a deep sense of responsibility to provide the highest quality 
product possible.” 

The Senate Committee reviewed the record of intelligence on 
Iraq over the span of years stretching back more than a decade to 
the first Gulf War. The Chairman of the Senate Intelligence Com- 
mittee, Senator Roberts, in his additional views on the Senate’s re- 
port, noted: 

“Nowhere in this process did we find any unexplained gaps or 
evidence that judgments were changed for any reason other 
than the logical evolution of the analyses. Had there been a 
successful attempt to alter the judgments of the intelligence 
community, there would have been an obvious, unsubstan- 
tiated and inexplicable deviation from this progression. We 
found no such deviation. What we did find was largely good 
faith, albeit flawed, analyses that were influenced only by the 
intelligence reporting and the efforts of intelligence profes- 
sionals trying hard to get it right.” 

Senator Roberts also notes that no member of the intelligence com- 
munity, despite public pleas from anyone with concerns about the 
manipulation of prewar intelligence on Iraq, not one, ever came for- 
ward with such concerns, either anonymously or otherwise. 

The Senate’s report, which runs over 500 pages, is the product 
of over 12 months of Committee review of over 45,000 pages of in- 
telligence documents, spanning a decade, interviews of over 200 in- 
dividuals, including National Security Council staff members, and 
four Committee hearings. As noted by its Chairman, the scope of 
the Senate Intelligence Committee’s 12-month inquiry into the 
United States intelligence community’s prewar assessments regard- 
ing Iraq is without precedent in the history of the Committee. 

Senator Roberts’ conclusion on the issue of intelligence manipula- 
tion is worth repeating: 

“In the end, what the President used to make the extremely 
difficult decision to go to war was what he got from the intel- 
ligence community and not what he or Administration officials 
tried to make it.” 

The House Select Committee on Intelligence reviewed United 
States intelligence regarding the amount or existence of weapons 
of mass destruction in Iraq, including the issues of bias, dissenting 
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views on how intelligence was disseminated, and the linkages be- 
tween Iraq and terrorist organizations. The Chairman and Ranking 
Member of the House Intelligence Committee informed the Inter- 
national Relations Committee that our Members have been granted 
access to the documentation provided by the CIA that the Intel- 
ligence Committee was studying in its review; again, no evidence 
of fixing intelligence surfaced. 

The Commission on the Intelligence Capabilities of the U.S. Re- 
garding Weapons of Mass Destruction, the Silberman-Robb Com- 
mission, is seen as producing a definitive report on the issue of pre- 
war intelligence on Iraq. This was a Blue Ribbon bipartisan com- 
mission headed by former Senator Robb and Judge Silberman as 
co-chairmen, which included a talented and experienced group of 
commissioners, such as Senator McCain, Walt Slocum, Judge Wald, 
and Lloyd Cutler, and was supported by a bipartisan experienced 
professional staff of 88 professionals and consultants. The final re- 
port runs over hundreds of pages and is nothing if not thorough in 
its scope and depth of review. 

Especially important to us today as we consider H. Res. 375 are 
the following conclusions: 

“We conclude that the intelligence community was dead wrong 
in almost all of its prewar judgments about Iraq’s weapons of 
mass destruction. ... Its principle causes were the intel- 
ligence community’s inability to collect good information about 
Iraq’s weapons of mass destruction programs, serious errors in 
analyzing what information it could gather, and a failure to 
make clear just how much of its analysis was based on as- 
sumptions rather than good evidence. . . . After a thorough re- 
view, the commission found no indication that the intelligence 
community distorted the evidence regarding Iraq’s weapons of 
mass destruction. What the intelligence professionals told you 
about Saddam Hussein’s programs was what they believed, 
they were simply wrong. . . . Finally, we closely examined the 
possibility that intelligence analysts were pressured by policy- 
makers to change their judgments about Iraq’s nuclear, biologi- 
cal, and chemical programs. The analysts who worked Iraq’s 
weapons issues universally agreed that in no instance did po- 
litical pressure cause them to skew or alter any of their analyt- 
ical judgments.” 

Senator Roberts perhaps summed up the significance of the Sil- 
berman-Robb Commission report best when he stated: 

“I don’t think there should be any doubt that we have now 
heard it all regarding prewar intelligence. I think it would be 
a monumental waste of time to replow this ground any further. 
We should now turn our full attention to the future. . . .” 

In reviewing this mountain of public evidence found in these re- 
ports that refute the notion of any “fixing” of intelligence, we 
should not ignore the obvious. There was no need for supporters of 
the war to “fix” intelligence in the run up to the war because the 
prewar belief among the intelligence community and policymakers 
that Iraq had weapons of mass destruction was overwhelming. 
Both the intelligence community, as reflected in its reports, and 
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policymakers of both political parties believed with certainty that 
Iraq had weapons of mass destruction. In October 2002, at the re- 
quest of Members of Congress, it should be noted, the National In- 
telligence Council produced a national intelligence estimate known 
as an NIE, which is the most authoritative intelligence assessment 
produced by the intelligence community. According to the Silber- 
man-Robb report, this estimate concluded — wrongly as it turned 
out — that Iraq’s biological weapons capability was larger and more 
advanced than before the Gulf War, that Iraq possessed mobile bio- 
logical weapons production facilities, that Iraq had renewed pro- 
duction of chemical weapons, including mustard, sarin, GF and VX, 
that it had accumulated chemical stockpiles of between 100 and 
500 metric tons, and that Iraq had unmanned aerial vehicles that 
were probably intended for the delivery of biological weapons. Such 
a catalog of assertions from the intelligence community regarding 
Iraqi weapons of mass destruction required no embellishment or 
“fixing” by those policymakers seeking to confront Iraq over weap- 
ons of mass destruction. 

The firm belief that Iraq possessed weapons of mass destruction 
was shared by leaders of both political parties as early as 1998. 
President Clinton stated, and I quote: 

“There should be no doubt, Saddam’s ability to produce and de- 
liver weapons of mass destruction poses a grave threat to the 
peace of that region and to the security of the world.” 

National Security Adviser Sandy Berger remarked: 

Wear after year, in conflict after conflict, Saddam has proven 
that he seeks weapons, including weapons of mass destruction, 
in order to use them.” 

Senator John Kerry stated in 2003: 

“I think Saddam Hussein’s weapons of mass destruction are a 
threat, and that is why I voted to hold him accountable and 
to make certain that we disarm him.” 

In a 2004 interview, former Weapons Inspector David Kay an- 
swered the question whether it was a fair statement that the Ad- 
ministration misled the American people by stating: 

“I think it is not fair, and it also trivializes what we did find, 
and the problem we face. The problem we face is that before 
the war not only the U.S. Administration and U.S. intelligence 
but the French, British, Germans, the UN all thought Saddam 
had weapons of mass destruction. Not discovering them tells us 
we have got a more fundamental problem.” 

David Kay also notes that: 

“This view of Iraq was held during the Clinton Administration 
and didn’t change in the Bush Administration. It is not a polit- 
ical ‘got-you’ issue.” 

It is worth noting that the British inquiry into prewar intel- 
ligence on Iraq conducted by Lord Hutton made findings similar to 
those made in all the United States reports. In his summary of con- 
clusions, Lord Hutton dismissed the allegation that the British in- 
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telligence dossier supporting the use of force against Iraq was 
“sexed up”: 

“I consider that the allegation was unfounded, as it would have 
been understood by those who heard the broadcast to mean 
that the dossier had been embellished with intelligence known 
or believed to be false or unreliable which was not the case.” 

H. Res 375 is drafted in such sweeping and overbroad language 
that it would include Presidential documents of the most sensitive 
nature involving communications between heads of state. Com- 
plying with such inquiries would run contrary to long-established 
constitutional principles and set a dangerous precedent. George 
Washington, confronting this Nation’s first resolution of inquiry, 
was mindful of setting such a precedent. Washington wrote, and I 
quote: 

“The nature of foreign negotiations requires caution, and their 
success must depend often on secrecy; and even when brought 
to a conclusion, a full disclosure of all the measures, demands, 
or eventual concessions which may have been proposed or con- 
templated would be extremely impolitic, for this might have a 
pernicious influence on future negotiations, or produce imme- 
diate inconveniences, perhaps danger and mischief in relation 
to other powers. ... To admit then, a right in the House of 
Representatives to demand and to have as a matter of course 
all the papers respecting a negotiation with a foreign power 
would be to establish a dangerous precedent.” 

That is a quote from George Washington. We can’t afford to be less 
mindful. 

A demand for the communication between heads of state would 
cripple the President’s ability to act in this country’s interest. H. 
Res. 375 requests documents that would include the President’s 
telephone and e-mail records, as well as logs, calendars, minutes 
and memos. Neither President Bush nor future Presidents of this 
country could effectively manage our foreign affairs if foreign lead- 
ers feared that their supposedly private communications could be 
made public. A foreign memo based on hearsay is no justification 
for shackling the Executive Office. 

H. Res. 375 would send the wrong signal to our allies in the Mid- 
dle East and would work to undermine our great enterprise of 
fighting terrorism and establishing democracy in the Middle East. 
I urge you to vote to report this resolution adversely, and I am 
pleased to recognize the Ranking Democrat, Mr. Lantos. 

Mr. Lantos. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. Let me first 
commend you for a comprehensive and serious opening statement. 
My only comment on the opening statement is that the Washington 
quote in your concluding remarks had to do with treaty negotia- 
tions, not diplomatic contacts, which are at issue here. 

Mr. Chairman, while the attention of our Nation has been riv- 
eted on nature’s fury and the tragic pictures from New Orleans, the 
war in Iraq continues unabated. Our courageous soldiers and those 
of Iraq are fighting shoulder-to-shoulder to stop fundamentalist ter- 
rorists and to provide stability for the fledgling democracy in Iraq. 
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Mr. Chairman, the men and women carrying out the mission in 
Iraq are our constituents, and every Member of this Body fully sup- 
ports them. We owe it to them — and to all of our constituents — to 
develop a complete picture of the decision-making that led the 
United States to go to war to bring down the regime of Saddam 
Hussein. And the Executive Branch owes it to the American people 
to make certain that their elected representatives are fully in- 
formed. 

For some of our Members, reports of the so-called Downing 
Street Memo have cast a cloud over the Executive Branch’s deci- 
sion-making and public declarations regarding Iraq. At a time 
when public support for the war is in decline — I will just hold on 
until my colleagues finish their conversation, Mr. Chairman. At a 
time when public support for the war is in decline, the refusal of 
the Executive Branch to do all it can to put these questions to rest 
only further undermines support. 

This bill asserts an appropriate role for the Congress in the for- 
eign policy process, and it provides the Executive Branch with the 
opportunity to put to rest doubts about its actions in taking our 
Nation to war. That is why I support this resolution, and urge all 
of my colleagues to do likewise. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Smith. Ms. Lee of California. 

Ms. Lee. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I want to thank you and our 
Ranking Member for your opening statements, and also just want 
to say to the Committee that today, as we reflect, of course, on the 
devastation in the aftermath of Hurricane Katrina and the very 
slow Federal response, I think it is important to consider the lives 
and resources committed to this unnecessary war in Iraq. We are 
inevitably reminded of what is at stake when Congress decides to 
authorize the use of force. We have an enormous commitment of re- 
sources and lives as it relates to the war in Iraq, and this of course 
severely impacts our domestic and our homeland security as we 
now are witnessing. 

The resolution we are considering now goes directly to the heart 
of our responsibilities as Members of Congress. It requests the 
President and directs the Secretary of State to provide Congress all 
documents, e-mails, phone logs, faxes and other communications 
regarding discussions that may have been held with British offi- 
cials between January 1, 2002, and during the lead-up to congres- 
sional authorization to go to war with Iraq on October 16, 2002. 

This resolution is not about bringing our troops home — although 
this is a position which I personally believe in and I support that 
position — ^but this resolution actually, with 82 co-sponsors, basically 
just asks the questions that the American people deserve the an- 
swers to. There is no more solemn decision by a nation and the 
President than putting our troops in harm’s way and going to war. 
The Congress, however, continues to uncritically accept the Admin- 
istration’s explanation on why the United States is at war with 
Iraq, and the American people deserve to know the truth about 
why we rushed into war. 

Nearly a year before the Iraq Survey Group first concluded that 
Iraq had no weapons of mass destruction. Congress has yet to con- 
vene a bipartisan investigation on the veracity of prewar intel- 
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ligence. That is why Members are forced to use procedural tools 
like this resolution of inquiry to uncover the truth. 

Finally, the United States is at war in Iraq under an authority 
conferred to President Bush by Congress. Consequently, it is not 
only Congress’ prerogative, it is our responsibility to ensure that 
that authority was not granted under circumstances that were de- 
liberately misleading. 

Let’s examine the facts: On May 1, 2005, the Sunday London 
Times published the minutes of a secret meeting of British officials, 
including Prime Minister Tony Blair. This Downing Street Memo, 
as it has come to be known, stated: 

“It seemed clear that President Bush had made up his mind 
to take military action even if the timing was not yet decided, 
but the case is thin.” 

It also said: 

“Intelligence and facts were being fixed around the policy, and 
there was little discussion in Washington of the aftermath of 
military action.” 

These are some of the serious revelations in this memo, and I 
would like to ask unanimous consent, Mr. Chairman, to submit 
these memos into the record. 

Chairman Hyde. Without objection. 

[The information referred to follows:] 
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The Secret Downing Street Memo 


SECRET AND STRICTLY PERSONAL - UK EYES ONLY 

DAVID MANNING 
From: Matthew Rycrofl 
Date: 23 My 2002 
S 1 95 /02 

cc: Defence Secretary, Foreign Secretaiyv Attorney-General, Sir Richard Wilson, John Scarlett, Francis Rich- 
ards, CDS, C, Jonathan Powell, Sally Morgan, Alastair Campbell 

IRAQ: PRIME MINISTER'S MEETING, 23 JULY 

Copy addressees and you met the Prime Minister on 23 July to discuss Iraq. 

This record is extremely sensitive. No further copies should be made. It should be shown only to those with a 
genuine need to know its contents. 

John Scarlett summarised the intelligence and latest JIC a.sse.ssmenl. Saddam's regime was tough and based on 
extreme fear. The only way to overthrow it was likely to be by massive military action. Saddam was worried 
and expected an attack, probably by air and land, but he was not convinced that it would be immediate or over- 
whelming. His regime expected their neighbours to line up with the US. Saddam knew that regular army morale 
was poor. Real support for Saddam among die public was probably narrowly based. 

C reported on his recent talks in Washington. There was a perceptible shift In attitude. Military action was now 
seen as inevitable. Bush wanted to remove Saddam, through militaiy action, justified by tlie conjunction of ter- 
rorism and WMD. But the intelligence and facts were being fixed around the policy. The NSC had no patience 
with the UN route, and no enthusiasm for publishing material on the Iraqi regime's record. There was little 
discussion in Washington of the aftermath after military action. 

CDS said that military planners would brief CENTCOM on 1 -2 August, Rumsfeld on 3 August and Bush on 4 
August. 

The two broad US options were: 

(a) Generated Start. A slow build-up of 250,000 US troops, a short (72 hour) air campaign, then a move up to 
Baghdad from the south. Lead time of 90 days (30 days preparation plus 60 days deployment lo Kuwait). 

(b) Running Start. Use forces already in theatte (3 x 6,000), continuous air campaign, initiated by an Iraqi casus 
belli. Total lead time of 60 days with the air campaign beginning even earlier. A hazardous option. 

The US saw the UK (and Kuwait) as essential, with basing in Diego Garcia and Cyprus critical for either option. 
Turkey and other Gulf states were also important, but less vital. The three main options for UK involvement 
were: 


(i) Basing in Diego Garcia and Cyprus, plus three SF squadrons. 

(ii) As above, with maritime and air assets in addition. 
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(iii) As above, plus a land contribution of up to 40,000, perhaps with a discrete role in Northern Iraq entering 
from Turkey, tying down two Iraqi divisions. 

The Defence Secretarv' said that the US had already begun ^‘spikes of activity"' to put pressure on the regime. 

No decisions had been taken, but he thought the most likely liming in US minds for military action to begin was 
.lanuaiy, with the timeline beginning 30 day.s before the US Congressional elections. 

The Foreign Secretary said he would discuss this with Colin Powell this week. It seemed clear that Bush had 
made up his mind to take military action, even if the timing was not yet decided. But the case was thin. Saddam 
was not threatening his neighbours, and his WMD capability was less than that of Libya, North Korea or Iran. 
We should work up a plan for an ultimatum to Saddam to allow back in the UN weapons inspectors. This would 
also help with the legal justi fication for the use of force. 

The Attorney-Genera] said that the desire for regime change was not a legal base for military action. There were 
three possible legal bases: self-defence, humanitarian intervention, or UNSC authorisation. The first and second 
could not be the base in this case. Relying on UNSCR 1205 of three years ago would be diflicull. The situation 
might of course change. 

The Prime Minister said that it would make a big difference politically and legally if Saddam refused to allow in 
the UN inspectors. Regime change and WMD were linked in the sense that it was the regime that was produc- 
ing the WIVID. There were different strategies for dealing with Libya and Iran. If the political context were right, 
people would support regime change. The tw'o key issues were whether the military plan worked and whether 
wc had the political strategy to give tlie military plan the space to work. 

On the first, CDS said that wc did not know yet if the US battleplan was w'orkable. The militarv^ w'ere continuing 
to ask lots ofqueslions. 

For instance, what were the consequences, if Saddam used WMD on day one, or if Baghdad did not co! lapse 
and urban warfighting began? You said that Saddam could also use his WMD on Kuwait. Or on Israel, added 
the Defence Secretary. 

The Foreign Secretary thought the US would not go ahead w'iih a military plan unle.ss convinced that it was a 
winning strategy. On this, US and UK interests converged. But on the political strategy, there could be US/UK 
differences. Despite US resistance, we should explore discreetly the ultimatum. Saddam would continue to play 
hard-ball with the UN. 

.lohn Scarlett assessed that Saddam would allow the inspectors back in only when he thought the threat of mili- 
tar>’ action was real. 

The Defence Secretary said that if the Prime Minister wanted UK military involvement, he would need to 
decide this early. He cautioned that many in the US did not think it worth going down the ultimatum route. It 
would be important for the Prime Minister to set out the political context to Bush. 

Conclusions: 

(a) We should work on the assumption that the UK would take part in any military action. But w'e needed a 
fuller picture of US planning before we could lake any firm decisions. CDS should tell the US military that we 
were considering a range of options. 


2 
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(b) The Prime Minister would revert on the question of whether funds could be spent in preparation for this 
operation. 

(c) CDS would send the Prime Minister full details of the proposed military campaign and possible UK contri- 
butions by the end of the week. 

(d) The Foreign Secretary would send the Prime Minister the background on the UN inspectors, and discreetly 
work up the ultimatum to Saddam. 

He would also send the Prime Minister advice on the positions of countries in the region especially Turkey, and 
of the key EU member states. 

(e) John Scarlett would send tlie Prime Minister a full intelligence update. 

(t) We must not ignore the legal issues: the Attorney-General would consider legal advice with FCO/MOD legal 
advisers. 

(I have written separately to commission this follow-up work.) 

MAFFHEW RYCROFT 

(Rycroft was a Downing Street foreign policy aide) 


3 
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EECIOES PHSSCWX 

PM,''02/U19 
PRIME MIHISim 


CRAVJFOUrj/IRAQ 


1 His rewards frooi your visit to Crawford wll te few- ill® risks 
hiah, lioth for you and for the Government. I judge that there is 
rt piSmt no Mjorlty inside the PLP for any military action s^ainst 
Irao (aI,ongside a greater readiness in the PIP to surface th^r concerns). 
Cf^l€a 2 uas ^ow that Sa<3daJ^ snd the Iraqi regirse are bad. that 

5 <ia.sy. But we Iwe a long way to go to oonvince them as tor 


fa) 


the scale of the threat from Iraq and *y this has got worse recently; 


(h) what distinguishes the Iraqi threat from that of eg Iran and Horth 
Korea so as to justify military action; 

(c) the iustification for any military action in terras of intemalicmal 
law; ai^ 

(d) whether the consequence of military action really would be a conipliantj 
law abiding replacement govertjneot. 

7 Ihe *ale exercise is trade much more difficult to handle as long 
as conflict between Israel and the Palestinians is so acute. 


THE SCALE or IHE IHEEAT 

3 The Iraqi xeeine plainly poses a most serious threat to its neighbours, 
and therefore to international security. However in the documents so^ 
presented it has beet hard to glean ttethec the threat from Iraq is 
so significantly 


SHSEI A® PERSaW. 
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EECTiET AW rSR'ttW, 


different froe. ttot o£ Iran and (farth tores as to justify sdUtary 
action (sea belcw). 

w-iAT IS OTSE mm 

4 If 11 September had not lappanad, it is doubtful ttot the US would 
now be considering military action against Irg. ^ a^ition; 

has been no crefible evidence to link Iraq With ua and Al 
Swtivelv the threat from Iraq has not worsened as a result oi U 
SeSl»r:^»tat has however changed is the tolerance of the international 
c2L™S (especially that of the US), the world haring stresses ^ 

11^ whit decexwined eril people can ttese days perpetuate. 

THE BIFEEgJSCE KTIHE® IRAQ, DWS At® HCSIK KOREA 

5 By Unking these otMitries together in £M.s "axis of eril spee^,_ 

^esiSnt Bush implied an identity betwen them not only in tera« of their 
threat but also in terms of Che action necessary “ j 

iteS Alot of wort will now ne«i to be done to deltok the thr^, and 
t^rtOT why military action against Iraq is so much more justified than 

^ airi teth Korea- The heart of this ease - that Iraq poses 
a unique and present dai^er - rests on tne facts that it: 

* invadsd a neighbour; 

* has used ®®, and would use than again; 

* is it) breach of nine UNSCRS. 

TrE POSmOS Di IBOTSATIONAI. LSH 

S That Iraq is in flagrant breach of international legal obligation 
Imoosed on it by the UNSG provides us with the core of a strategy, and 
SS Sch is bied on international law. Meed*' if the argument is to 
be wort, the case 


SECRET AND PEBSOWO. 
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iEGRET AHD PSSSH'iAl 


against Xasq and in favour (if neaessaiy) of .mlitary action, needs 
tl he narrated «ich reference to the international rule of lav. 

7 ife also hxm better to sequence the explanation of rtrat we are 
doing and «hy. Specifically, we need to concentrate in the early stages 
on: 

* operational the sa.nci;ions ragiiiie foreshadowed by IffiSCR 
1382; 

* demanding Ute reaarilssion of weapons insp^tors, but this time 

to operate in a free and unfettered way (a sutclac -ora^a to tliat which 
Chsnay used at ycajr joint press conference, as I recall). 

3 I know there are those who say that an attack ra Iraq would te 
iustified whether or MJt weapons inspectors were reabatted. &Jt_I 
bSieva that a darand for the unfettered rea<ieission of weapons inspectors 
is essential, in terms of pibUc explanation, and in terms of l^al 
sanction for any sul 3 saQi,;®nt action. 


9 Legally there are two potential elephant traps; 

(i) regime charge par sa is no justification for military sotiro; it 
could form part of Se-metto3 of any strategy, lue not a goal. course, 
wrmay want credibly to assert that regime ohwg^s an essential part 
of the strategy 1^ t*ich we have to , 

elimination of Iraq's iW capacity: hut the latter h=,s to he the goal. 


(ii) on whether 
(Desert Fox did 
mandate. Cti the 
fresh mandate 


any military action would rsquire a fresh DNSC mandate 
not) BS are likely to oppose any idea of a fresh 
other side, the weight of legal advice here is that a 


SECRET AND PEKSfflJAL 
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gg ^n" W fKRSC^AL 


.ell t* ^"SS£' -S» ^ 

tadly toe- 


TriE CCSSBOBESEES OF ASV (Gt-tTAR? ACTICti 


Kilt- ■Pn'T frc^ pfffi 

«. si*«: 

ss^ss l"srts“ 

*« “iTS SllWins t ar.d to 

S?? i^raito .egi»» vill ^ 

there can ne any cerraini-y 


11 
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Ca'tFIDiaiTIAl. AMD PEESCWAL 

British Eiibassy Bgshington 

From th.e Anbasssdor 
Christoj^ier heyer KQC 

IS March 2002 


Sir David ?latmiag KXJ® 

Mo 10 Downing Street 

IBAQ AND AFGHABISTAN: COKVERSAHON BTIH IffiLFWIIZ 

t ' Paul Bblfowitr, the D^ty Secretary of Deferise, came to Sunday lunch on 17 
March. 

1 fin Iran I ODer.sd hy sticking very closely to tte script that you used with 
CoTxil^Siiie^st^l£- ife backed regime change, te the plac had ^ ^ clever 

r^T^f4nn Tft.itfQuM be a tough sail for us domestically, and 


r^MCThm- in Europe. Iha Ui> coma go it aione it lu waiiteu uo. 

Sif to “th there had to be a strategy for JjiMing 

^r u-vr-i- fr»r srilitarv acti{» against Saddara. I then throp^ Jie n^i to 

Sf»?S<^^thfi inspJtors end the UK SCRs the critical ^rtauce 

f WE?? as an integral part of the sntirSadd®n st-rsliegy. if ail tias could 

be ^ 

would ceme on board. 

1 I said that the UK was giving serious thought to ^hlishijig a japer that 
wmild^maS the case against Saddam. If the tK ware to join with tlie hS in any 

SaSaa, « «ouM tare to be able to t^ a critical ness of 

^aSt^ and., public pinion with us. Ifvas .extraordinary how people had 
how bad was- 

4 tJblfowits said that he fully agreed. He took a slightly different psltion 

froa. others In die Administration, i*o were f crossed on Sadto s capacity 
to^vSS weapons of mass destruction. The HMD danger was of course c^ial to 
tte^^bli? casIlsAinst Saddam, particularly the potrotial lir.k^ to terrorise. 
bS Sf^tz thoSht it indispensable to t«t in detail Sadto a 

tarl^^Bds was well documented from *at he tad done ^ring the oc^patiOT 
^SSit, the incursion into !&iriieh terarory, the assault OTjta to J itabs, 
and to hiw own people. A lot of work tad been dcare on,.tos!:towerds the md of 
the first Bu^ administration- Sfolfowitz thought that feisdwo^d go a Img way 
^destroying any notion of acral equivalence tetwaen Iraq and toael. Isaid 

I S ton forcefully struck, itien addressiiig university audiences in the , 
US^ tewli^wtota^e to gloss over SaddM?s crimes and to blame the US 
and the UK for the suffering of the Iraqi people. 

5 Stolfowitt said that it was absurd to deny the link Between terrorism and 
Saddam. Ttoe rmght be doubt about tta alleged seating in Prague between 
Sa^ad Atta, ^ lead hijacker on 9Al, and Ir^l intelligence (did we, he 
asked, know anyihing more about this meeting?). But ttare were w^er 
s^hstotiated cases of Saddam giving comfort to terrorists, iixluding so!t«»ne 

in the first attack on toe World ftade Canter (the latest tfew Yorker 
aotaretaly has a Sory about links between Saddam and A1 <^eda operating in 
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t, I .'I'ited for Wblfwicz's toU- on tjie Etruotlt insii'r- cht.- AArdni.Etrotion 
l.cttvsen cte pro- .ssi anti- INC lobbies (well doowieTil&l J.ri fiy Hai.-di'i- reoent 
Ncv YocKEr pierre, i^nich J '^’Bvb you)- ffe -ssid thot fae fooTart hiaaS'oif lae twoeia 
►wo sides (l»i’t’;iE th6 conversation develofecl, it becsn* clear th-it Wolfowi-ta 
■was fsr'mari pro"®t than not). He said tliit h;-: was strongly upposisri to what 
SCfffife were advcceting: a tcaeli. tion inclixfivag all outside laOvioria etrcept tlie: 

INC (IHA KbP, i'iiK, SCIBI). W-S «>uM not work, ftostility towards the INC 
was in real'' cy hostility tovards aialsbi. It was true titat Oialabi was not the 
easiE'St person to work witii. ajte tad a good record in tainging hi^-grade tteteetord 
out of I^- Bk CIA 3 tul*omly refused to recognise Chit. They unrea.soi'iably 
o’enirrstid the INC because of their fixation with ChaUbj. When 7 fnectioned that 
fhe INC was oenetrscted 1^ Iraqi intelligance> IfolfowiU cHtwentad ttet this was 
probably the case with all the opposition groufis: it aw: .somethtog we would 
have to live with. As to fte Kurds, it was trua that they wsre living well 
fanbthar point to be made in any public dossier on Saddani) and that they feared 
provoking at, incursiffli I? Bagtod. fut chare w^e good the Kurds, 

includiim in particular .'lalih the HJK. wblfowitt brushed over ny 

reference to the absence of Sunni iti the INC; ttere was s big diffararce between 
Iraqi and Iranian Shta. Sis former Just wanted to te rid of Saddsm. 


7 Mnlfowitt was pretty diswissiva of tlie desirability of a military coup and 
of the defector ganerals in the vftogs. Ihe latter had blood on their hands. The 
imortant thin* was to try to tove Saddam replaced by something, like a 
fcmctioning democracy. Though itaparfect, the Kurdish model was not bad- Kbw to 
achieve this, 1 asked? Only throu^i a coalition of all the parties was the 
answer (we did not get into military plaJHiing). 
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spcEET - s'liacn.'y p£3isoi‘ai. 

racM: mvni haming 

UATS: 1* MAlffl 2(02 
OC: JONAIKAN HWEli. 

PRIME MKISIEl 


YEHE IKEP TO IHE US 

I had dimer wia Qondi on Tuesday; and talks and Imch uith her and an 
NR^am m yeitiesday (to which Ooristojlier Weyet also came). These were 
axchangi, a«i particularly frank vto we were one-*on-ooe at dinner. 

1 attacih tii records in case you wsnt to glance. 

mn 

u. 3 lom djia at dinner OT XBAQ- It is clear that Bush is grateful 

for^lr STjp^t and has registered' tliat you are^ getting flak. 1 sard 
flvjt^vou vnuld not budge in your supr»rt for r^iine cnange but you 

tHaSS a weSra rarllament knd a public opinim that was very 
different than my thing in the States. And you »uld not ei&tt 

• chat if wa pursued chaise, rt s\nist be very 

SrK dS ^ Sght tesSt. Failure ^ not an option. 

j» 1 fc.'u 1.4 ■50W1 Frrv T'AoiiBP f-Vyatto/? is ut^ifRnsd. But there were sonjs 

SS flpSgroftStor^araness of as practlc^ diffic- 

risks '(See the attai*ed piece ty Seyaiour Harsh 
teyer says gives a pretty accurate picture of ae uncertoto 
state of the debate in Wasbxngton. > 

From idiat she said, Bush has yet to find the answers to the big questions : 

- . how to persuade international opinion that miUtary action asalnat 
Iraq is necessary and Justified; 

what vslUB' to put on exiled Iraqi opposition; 

_ how to coordinate a tB/allied military csmpaign with internal 
opposition (asBUtang there is any-); 

vtot happeas on the nOHling after? 

Bush will want to pick your brains. ^ ^L^tSd“toat^the 

vwe ovTw't cLoalition 1 told Condi that reaiiseo tnst tne 

go f?^one if it chose. But if it wanted com^ny," 

it would have to take account of the concerns of its potential coalition 

partners. In particular; 

the tti dimension. Iha issue of the weapons irap^tors be ha^ed 
In a way that would persuade airopean and wider opiraOT that the US was 
of the intS»tioral fraasaiork, and. the insistence of itany 
“SS t S a legal base. Benwed refped by Saddam to accept 

unfettered inspections would be a pcwarful argument; 
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did, w could fiod ourselves bombiTig Iraq and losing the Gulf. 
YOUS VISIT TO THE RA»!>: 


No doubt we Vised to leap a sense of perspective. But ny talks with Oondi 
convinced me that Bush wants to hear you vt.ews on Iraq :^ore taking 
d^islons. He also wants your support. He is stiU smarting from the can- 
roents by other Biropean leaders on his Iraq policy. 

This aives you real influence: on the jHilic relations strategy; on the 
UK a J weapons Inspections; and on US plavuving for any military cajpaign. 
mS »uld te critiSuy isipartaot. I thtok there w a real i-ia-K that the 
Slnistration underestimates the difficulUes- Itey agr^ ^t 
failure isn't an option, but this does not mean that they will avoid it. 

W^ll the Sunr.i miority really respond to an uprising led by Kiirds 
Shies Uill Americans really fsit in enough grorod troops to do the 
ftie Bjrdish/Shi-ite stratt^em falls? Even if f?" *ey be 
willino to take the sort of casualties that tna Hepublican G^d may 
limit on thee if It turns out to be an urban war, and Iraqi troops 
dmH catweniently collapse in a heap as l!ichard Petle and others confid- 
ently predict? They need to answer these” and oth^ tough question, 
in a cLviucing way than they have so far before concluding that they 
can do the IwsiBCSs. 

rne talks at the ranch vdll also give ymi the chance to push Bush on 
tS HldSe East. The Iraq factor ,«ans that there may never te a better 
l^tmityto get this Administration to give sustained attention to 
reviving the tEH*. 


DAVm MA.sffiNG 
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SECJOT UK EXES Ct3LX 
IKAQ: OFTOTS PAPES 


wWch does ^ iWseio iu po«er. As 

a" -2? ^UoS: ilaSf^ted a policy of cor,tai»«,t lA^ich has 
tieen partially successful. However: 

... r—ita sanctions, Iraq continues to develop WM>, althou^i our 
^.iteJliSnce is poor." Saddat has used S*® in the past and could do so ^ain 
1? S ueS^threatened, fl»o|h ^ is no greater threa. now than 

i" rSiS ta pi5' and destablisea the Arab 

and wider Islanic world. 

„ v' nations He could tourf:®' the existing containaent policy. 

Sl^SuW iS^e’ths pressure on Saddam,. It would not reintegrate 
Iraq into the international canmonity. 

represemtative govertanent. 

Ihre three options for achieving regime change ara: 

covat support to-oi^ition groups to .fflqa:,t an uprisWMi^S 
t eppSitloo groms to mount an tq.rising/coup, and 

* a full-stale ground campaign. 

..... mirt-nflllv exciusive. Ctotlons 1 and^r 2 would be natt^al 

f. The greater . investment of Western forces, the 

prec^sors The Sreat^ w but the greater fte coat the 


SS riolSie te'SSa could Wve 

manv veaS. Eeen a representative govemtuent could 
''“’’wn'^^Lire 5®© a^^M-up its com'entional forces, so long as Iran 
S iSaS^SiTtheir HMD and conventional armouries and there was no 
aSepShle solution to Palestinian grievances. 


?12fLstirv-rii«SSt:"wS^d-fherefc^^^^ 

S!5S‘S."S.^ . 

oonlhs to a ground offensive. 


SECKET UK BXES ONLY 
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SH3!Er I*. EW5 CeiLV. 

CUIIEB®- OaJECnVES OF UK roue? 

1 Hithin t>iK oMectives of preserving peace and stability in the Gulf 

enemy security, our cui-rapt oblectrves towards Iraq are: 
of a W Oiich cloes pot posses 

;r neighbours, into the international comnunrty. Implicitly, 

this cannot occw wit* Saddjm in power; and . . = t 

• , »u ootiOT, ^ have suppotrted ccmtaii^n^ent or Iraq, 

ly^trSniS up «® and to threaten 

his neighbours. 

2 ' Subsidiary objectives are: 

: SS if 

credibility atrf authority of the Security Comcil. 

HAS carMwafr amK®? 

■? Since 1991, the policy of contai®<mt has been partially successful: 

1 Lvi affectively frozen Iraq’s tattlear programme; 

I to prevented rebuilding its conventional arsenal to 

S'^S’^SHt^mSiK’Drozrarsmes have been severely restricted; 

I SiSlSl^^s' (bI) and Qv«lcal Beapons (CT) programmes have ton 

5^S^*pS’7,»v,s established over northeni and southern Iraq have given 

^tSfonlo'Se Kurds and the ShiS;^W ^'ibject to continuing 
r^-acsirrs^ ths KuTds rasalu autonesnous; and 
rS h£ St succeeded in seriously threatening Ms naxghbours. 

4 awaver: a«rBlnn wEanons of mass destruction, alt*ou^ our 

* Ir^ contin^ t 20 630km-range aiissileslleft over 

Sates, toign aS" 

it sq<" could produoe jisnifio^ g^ntlties ^ BH 

Sld^lS^®^ ^*^^aty of Lans, including in 
^iHitiTmitsarwartoS^ Iher?^are also sosa indication; of a contin- 

uS Saddam has used SHD in the pest and could do so 

Egain i£ his r^lpe were threatoied. ^ 

SEESET UK EKS »Hjy 
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SECRET UK Eras CWLY 

:li“s 

is ransiderable oil fflid other sauggling. 

C thi S context and aoainst tlie bacl^aund of oar desire to re- 

Ltsg2t?f lw-*lding Ir^.lnto ae ioterrational conaunity. «e examli^ 

i^a Sugtoi^of the^e^sting contaiiraent policy , facilitated by 11 

1^ -iliary ffleaes: a T,e« denture ^ch «oald require ae 
coosSuction of a coalition and a legal justification. 

TOiranrosG conwim^eto 

ft Ji-iis would consist of the following ^etjents : ^ /loaix 

i iLlasentation of all relevant WCRs, particularly 68j a99p 
sl^uld eisure the Goods Revise List 
mseia holds to its 

SSTare positive but contimiing pressure is needed, (tee ® 
Jsancti^ exclusively on ™tii« 

nt^r:s; ^■)» 

Sfn^of f 

f p5^5^s2Sy^^iru5t^’'«^ facSltatf a'^^ic Wid t to 
Trio S^spectprL Our ata would be to tell Eaddat to adnat 

liX S4S gainst^^es 1.^ 

(mfS’oSs'(S^Suy"S”p 

eith&r to sulm-t Co meaningful inspections or to la^ fJL’w^e h» 
f S!StSti ^presant: military posture, ^ ^ 

cjain^u robostlv to m I^aqi aoventtinsst; and 

to sSe clSf^C^IfhouC^srtly espousing r^ima ctege) 
;^TXt -uU Tbett^ off trail 

S2 s^^Skled 

tiinrk. 


7 What could it achieve: 


3 


secbst ok EXiS as.y 
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sesh' UK ms am.f 


. TW. ba ereater ptessura ot. SacWffl. The SIO. «iU tiate sanctions 
lalst sam of thsir rtettactoi-s . Luproving 
o^sScUons «nil<J radi^^a tha ragi.*'. lUxoxt r™s; 

Iraqi M® iSiled ol, in Lee of an ultimat.^, 

SSL^ tlds’could p^-lde legal 
justification fOE large-scale military action (see oelow). 

£ g . — Hi’Ff’i Gulties with iiha existirig policy still a^ly; 
iSelLtl "iSS If sanctions will c^ipansation if they 

are to cnange ~„-<r tbe raturti of inspectors if he believes 

* as^ is onlr 2^^400 is liwinent and that such 

-rr““S^E"f 

iStliu* oontaliment has held for tte past ds^de, Iraq p^es- 

^l^Pse in the 

long- tecs- 

iEsS‘S^SJj?^-s?»r„T-2 

SSt xi^^t he «iU^usB Sd than there has he® in recent years, 
so continuing containment is an option. 

US vms 

in The OS has lost ccofidffice in containtient. Sooie in govenm®nt 

rSevS Ihe success of Operation Enduring Freedom, distrust 
S L^iSS^'iSeSS regia^and unfinisM tasiness from 
?M1 JT^nitors. Sington believes the legal basis for an attack 
on Irao alteaAr exists, tior will it necessarily be goveraed by wider 
SutSilSSrL The US may be willing to work with a much smaller 
coalition than we tbitik desirable. 

eegihe change 

11 Ti considering the options for regtae change below',' we npd to 
Lrst i^SSr sort of teaq we wantJ. Itee are ti® ^sstfeiitiesi 
**A Sunni military strongsan. Be would be likely to maintain 
tirlSial Stegrity. iSsistance with reconstruetron and 
rS^UtaLon Sold be traded for assurances on atottoing m> 
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prograoKes and respectiiig htiiai) rights, partii^lOTly of ethnic minorities, 
ferus end other militaries could withdrew quickly. However, *ere would 
then be a strong ri.sk of the Braqi system rev^tiog ^o type. Mj.litary 
coup could succeed coup until an auti^ratic, atoi is 

protected Sunni interests. 


Sunni dictator st^rgad who 
Witi fcitne could aMuire csr 

representative" broadly democratix goverD«nt. Ih^ ^Id te Sunni- 
led butV within a federal structure',' the *lirds aould_ be guarwteed 


a^^^the Shia fair 


less likely to develop »® and threaten its neighbours. However, 
sSyive" it would require tte US end others to connit to nation boiling 
for iBany years. Xhis would entail a substantial in..ernatiotial security 
force and help with rseonstruction. 

0IHES FACSOKS 10 COHSIEEE: WIEKML 

12 Saddam has a strong grip on power*' maintained thro^ fear rad 
Tsatronaee. Iha security and intalligance ^H>aratus, -iffiltaJing the 
KSan and Special Sepublican Guard, wto protect the so 

efiartivelv are Sedcanlnantly drawn from Hie .Arab Sunni nut^lty (20-25 
par cent of the population); many from Skrit 

non-Suani rule',' Sich would bring retrilaJtion Kid and of thei. 
SriiriSs. ui r^ime's success In defeatir® the 1991 uprising staitned 

Sunni Ifficsrs looking Into the abyss of ana rule and preser- 
ving their interests by hackii^ Saddat. In the current circimstKices, 
a military revolt or coup is a reoote possiblity. 

-ii !i„»ided the Iraoi opposition is incapable of overthrowing the 
^^imS^^iturnaroJprlltion is d&ld^J and lacks d«f . 

credibility. The predcrainant group Is the Iraqi National Congress (HC), 

S «SSla oraanSation led by fiimad Chalabi, a Shia and conyi,ctad_ 
fraudster, popular on C^itnl HU. The ofeer aajOT group, Uie 
National toS (INA)',l, espouses moderate Arab ssKxalism and is 1^ by 
swrtfi-idr ‘dlia Avad Allawi* ifeitbsE greiip has a ntilitary C:ai^biiity and 
Sft iTlradi Stefligence. ^ attempt 

to stir opj^sltiott gro^Jps ended tn s^lesSe executions- Most jraqxs 
sse the ITO'INA as Western stooges. 

14 The internal opposition is ^ and fract^rrf ^^io and 
sectarian ground®. There Is no effective Sunni Arab ora^sition. There 
aSlSTiSdsUn northern Iraq, live in tte IM^sh 
gSe'l eatabUshed in 1991. The Kurds deploy at least «3,000 ^gbtly 
armed militia but are divided between two roain parties, the Patriotic 
Union of Ka^-distan <HIK) and the Itoiistan Deniocratic Party (KDF). 

Se™ groups have an interest in preservii^ the tpio • and are _ 

mow tateSsted in seeking advantage ova the other than allying against 
Saddam. Mvide and rule is easy; in 199o the KDP 
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assisted the Iraqi Army's e;q?ulsion o£ ifee PUK mid toqi opposition groups 
from mbil- 

1 5 Ihe Kurds do not co-operate with the Siia Arabs »S«j form M par 
nf tS^DOi^atior.; 'Birmain ais opposition group is Serene 

S STSS^c ievolutiop in (SCffiI),^A 3-5,000 fighters, 
■faui it is tainted by Iranian si^port. Most Shia vrald Ixte to have a 
Errata- say in Iraqi government, but not necessarily =“tr£>l: they do 
not want sLassion, Islamic autonomy or Iranian xnfluenca- 

SEGIcm 

16 Iran's nei^ibours have a direct interest in *e country's rffeirs- 

Iran S^Urteyf in particular, are waxy of US influence and oPRfe 
^sn am ^ cans^tious of its aam restive Kiirdish 

prev^ the establi^r.t ipdependent 

Kurdish state in northern Iraq, including intervention, Irm, also with 
, toriiA^Ssrity" would also osmose a Kurdish state and as teen to 

a,rSht? of its c;-reiSc«lsts in tte_ south-fsee FCO pa^ . 
oil PS, "Europe^ and regional viev® of possible mlitary action against 
Iraqi' attactod.) 

17 te have looked at three options for achieving regime cha^a (we 
dismissed assassination of Saddam aissem as an option because it would 
be illegal)! 

omCS 1: GOVEtr SUFPCBX TO OPPOSITIOtf (SCOPS 

18 the aim «Juld be to bring down the regime byintarnal revolt, aided 
hv the defection or at least acquiescence of large sections of 

^ Of Sunni generals probably £n« within the Pepubl^tt 

Si. rSt demse Sadd®. if they decided the alternative was ^feat. 

Ibis ODtioti could be pursued by providing covert inteUigsnce, large 
scale financial and Special Forces siaport to oj^sit^n grw^. ^e Kurds 
SSid S^suaded to unite and attaS into northern Iraq, tying down 
sSS^I^rf™ Si^^taneously. in a greater threat to tte regime',' 
tte^s£fioSf 5se up in the southern cities, and in Baghdad. 

19 Ibis option also has a very low prospect of TOocass on its own. ®e 

extarS^owsition is not strong enovgh to overthrow would 

be reiected by most Iraqis as a replacement goverinjent. Ihe Kurds co^ 
only mount a vary limited offensive In the north, ^fass t^g-sings yi tns _ 
S^ld be »litely. Ihe US failure to support the 1991 i^sr^i^remains 
v“S. tte Republican Guard would move against any g'Ppsitiro airf yiy 
wavering regular Army units. There would also be a high risk of OS/ 
cSlitiSn being captured. Ihe remaining elements of opposition 

could te eliffltoated, buttressing 
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Saddaffi »Td his reputation as Arat folk hero. On tte oti^ hand, tos 
nntion has never been rajrsued In s concerted, single sitxJed way brfore 
SoS JS be dSeSsed. at least as a possible preciirsor to Options 

2 and 3. 

OTOOS 2: m AIR CAMPAIGN PROVIDfflG OVMr StJPPOBT ID OPROSITIOh- GROWS 
IStDIlffi TO A COUP OR UFRISINS 

on Ihe Mm would be to assist an intertial revolt by providing strategic 
Sd ‘SiS? suwoi-t for opposition groups to move against the regiise. 
iSh'mt SSlf^ble Sad&s military and s^rity appara^- 
sSoelSw facilities «Hjld also be targeted, ^tetrotral numters of 
aircraft and issnltions would need- to he bMlt up in thsa^ ov» a period 
of months Any csispaigji wculd take several weeks at least prooably 
severk sintte.^Suta on the r^i® massire 

groimd kd naval forces aid threatenirg a laid iitvasron. 

">1 This oDtion has no guarantee of Kiccess. Die Mid up of pressure 
persu'ade other Sutmis to overthrow Sadda.-ii and his teUy, tat 
fere S^no gi^antee that anottar s™i autocrM w^ld ta 
Comarisans with Afghanistan are ncsl^ding. Sadd^ s military ^ 
seSicy apparatus is conslderahly more potent and cohesive. 
not aware of any Karrai figure to coratand respect inside ^ 

I?L stafe would only back the plan if they -^re sure Saddam would 

be deposed. At least the coUoparatirai of toait uMld he neeited for fbe 
nK^SS^raiUtai-y taild-.?>. Die Arab street woiDd oppose an attack 
a5iS?^aq, hat visibimy of a popular uprising could calm Arab public 

opinion . 

OTTICB 3! A GRDl® CAMBAIGS 

22 Ihe aim would he to launch a fuUrScale ground offensive to destroy 

Saddamis military machine and rettiove him from power. A^o-Wsstern 
rkiS «Sd be installed which would destroy Iraq's w® MpaWlltyy 
m2e paaoe with Iraq's neighbours end give to all toqis, ltcI- 

uding^Snic mitiorities. As in the Gull Sar'* tlM would need to be 
pr^ided ly a Bajor air-offensive to soften aafences. 

23 US contingency planning prior to II September indicate that su^ 

200-400,000 troops. Ihe numbers would 
L^SyhSf those of 1991 because Iraqi forces now^siderably 
weaker. Any invasion force wsuld need to pose a orei^ble threat to 
Bafead in order to persuade me-Tbers of the Sunni military elite fet 
their survival was better served ly deserting to the coalifen than 
kavins loval to Saddam. Sufficient air assets would need three months 
aS^^B^fotces at least four-five months to assemblaM so on logistical 
erouSs a gnxmd campaign is not faMlble until autunn 2CX52. The optimal 
£o stsrt. action sirs ssirXy ^drxTi^ 
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24 ..Bren a- f«rdy ^f S^^^ .r-basad aircraft -would not 

- launch <m air-to-air refualling. To 

he enou^ oecause of the MM gitl-jer-ih Jordan or in Saudi Arabia would 
be confident rf Sis t"ten.ational eoaUtion would 

sirsss; 2,'3;&rs; g k ». 

is ii«a.».»w-"S“‘,^‘Ssj^stS":;,s;!iS*tS“" 

would OVM ^ further 13S encirclement ^ tdiat it 

an actual invasion. -wj^ is likely to remain neutral, 

will be invaded ne*t ' will H®, either before or (luring 

Vith his regime w <taig?J= durit« the Gulf 

an invasion. Sadd^ dUficult. It could try to pre-e,!?>t a 

te. Eestraining Israel te 'etaliate. Direct 

feJifSlStTi-Sv^t in toq would greatly complicate coalition 
anfrisk spreading conflict more widely. 

24 sore of die above “^'1- Sf SSons°Svrieid"??iSl 

2 vould 'be. natural precurs^s ^ autum tto a decision will nsed to 
If an invasion, is contempl^^ ^e au^, t^ a ^ investoent of 
be taken in over Iraq^uture',' but the 

“Uy^^S^eSrion of cottons aay be favoured by the 
US government - 

„ „ u sr.isss“S.srirS r“ 

SS MS3 tfi? v«D m! .miu . 

LS3AL OTSIDEBAIICRS 

options are developed tote, to and has a fii® legal 

involves emSGE^ no basis in international law. 

fotsidation. Of itself lagal back- 
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^ . 1 TTr ttiere is no recant evi-deace of Irat) 

icatioD for 5;Jeat?^of Srmisin as in Mgtoistan. I-tovsever',i 

30 Cm^ntly. offensive .dW "fSf'cSf tef cSsrfSs 

justified i* ^iSaSSfoS Iraq Sth r^ard to the 

el£SS« of « It,<Storin|®these (f|S) 

s?r“.r„“S-^sr=~ •ss^-ssz^. \'Si. ».. 

“ ■, *; i.r^s s'£g"Sig ft5fS'.ssy™ S' 

SSt?S ^ 1205 (19985, passed aft® the 

occ. 11 ^^* -i-STjectOT-s stat^ that in doing so Iraq had anted 

expulsat^ of IM i-n 5 pectOTS,_srateu 687. In our vi®4‘ this 

g-fSiSi.” s js^o“tir^.rj3“ 

this assessnKSt* 

32 For the PS and the majority of the Council to tate the view that 

wrSrtolSu?2sSl®!'S‘^rwf"SuU 

riifS.“fes.??.s^*s~fgis.r£^« 

“”*^ar£lhStorto™ov?t“«S Iff S'resSHtL author- 
CTOSi&rahlE lote 1 g Sessions In other policy areas 

mils S^mSd. aweverl,' n^ny Stestem states, at least','. would not wish 
0^5 SlllaSS" to readmit W inspectors 

of 0® activity or were again expelled trying to do so. 

ccsausira) 

11 Tn Sim desoite liie consid®ahle difficulties, the use of overriding 
fice^inTgroS cainjaign iS fte only option that we can be confident 
wm laddam STJing Iraq hack into the mtemational conmcuty. 
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<!A lb launch such a caaipcign would require a staged ajprosch: 

f! •‘■““"Cn suw> . fj pressure on Saddam through 

* ®f sanctions a.id a military 

^esiS-Trefusal to admit UN inspectars, or 
told-i^will fr^t ^ likely frustration, dliich resulted XD an 

tbeir adsissxM and ^ ^ provide the justification 

“ thg, aia..oush^e has 

2“SlSnSS^%tailed mdliury plannir* to the various invasion 

2ioasfTOffisri5SSL?rs^s 

grou^ to block action in the CN Security Council 

£ ^ter^opeaos! Special attention will need to be paid to 

L‘^S®lSnSv^’'Sdreutees will need to ts tnade with 

;ffL™«-“S4S ^ 

■*.' ■™. r^tWic.' a media c^aigp to 1 ^ 3:0 the dangers that 
aS"'=^p4“p;re both in the UK and abroad. 

35 Itie US sliould be encouraged to consult widely on its plans. 
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IIAQ: LEGAL BAfflOOUND 

fi) Use of Force: (a) Security CouRcil itesolutions 

(b) Self-defence 

(c) Hunanitariati Intervention 

(ii) No Ply Zones 

C'iDSecurity Council Resolutions relevant to tiia saix:tions regrade 
(iv) Security Gouittll Resolutions relating to 


(i> Use of Forte: (a) Security CouDcil Resolutions relevant to the 
AucborisatiDTi of tiis Use of Force 

1 ■ Following its invasion and annexation of Kuw^t, the purity 

Ca»»il authorised the use of force agaisnt Iraq in resolution 678(1990), 
this resolution authorised coalition forces to use all necessary tiiesns 
to force Iraq to withdraw, and to restore intpijtioml peace and s^urity 
in the area, ihis resolution gave a l^al basis for Operatic DeSCTt 
Storm; vfcioh wBS brought to an end by the cease-fire set out by the 
r-Si in resolutloreS? (1991). The conditions for the “ase|-'fire 
In that resolution (and subsequent resolutlOTs) oblations 

on Iraa vAth regard to the elimination of Wffi.and tnOTi-oring of its 
oSiSs. SStion 687.(1991) suspen^ tat did not terminate 
the authority to use force in resolution 678 (.1990). 

0 7 n the llK.*s v^ew a violation of Iraq's obligations which undemhnes 
the JfSe in resolutiOT 687 (1991) can revive the 
the basis of the resolution 678 (1990). As the cease-fire 

4 ScS if Solution 687 (1991), it is to the 
Cou£.l to assess whether any such breach of those obl^atlons ^s - 
occurred. The US have a rather different view: they nainusin that the 
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assesffiiHit of teesicb is for indlvidtal «».iber States. We sre bot awars 
of any ether State vbicla supports this view. 

3 Hie authorisation to use force contained in resolution pS £990) 

Ms be® revival Ir, this «ay c» certain occasions. For ax^leV 

Iraq refused to coopsirate with the Speaial Conmssion (WOT) xtt 
1997/S a series of SCSs aondeftmd the decision as unacceptable. ^ 
resolution 1205 (199S) the Council condemn Iraq s decision to 
ill SiSration with UKSOT as a flagrant violation of Iraq s obiipt:5.ons 

S? (1991), and resSed Btat tM effective fatten 

o£ OKSOM was essential for the inplanentstlsn of that Eesolutim. In 
oi ^^tSelSo3.utions had the effect of caustog tae auttexsation 
our view -ne» RTS fl991) to revive, viiich p.-oyidEd a legal 

M iTfOT^teeStiDn Liert Fox. In a letter to the Rresident of the Security 
^ll^n^tTsSted tLfc the objective of that operation was to 
S^conpUance by Iraq with the 

that the operation was undertaken only when it hecare aeparent j.hat 
there vss no other way of achieving cai^rllanoe by Ir^, ^ tMt the 
aSion »S lindted to r*at was necessary to setare dots objective. 

4 Ihe more difficult iasue is whether m are still able to rely on 
die same legal base for the use of force more than 

sStion of Solution 1205 (1998). Mllit^y action in 1|«S (and 
SfttSiS oS^iom) followed, on frt® specific decisi^ of the CouMil; 
theS has now not been any significant decision by the Council since 
19S8- Our inierpiretatlon of resoliition 1205 was controversial ar^way; 
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;„ai¥ rf oar paries did not think tlij legal tesis was sufficient as 
the authctxty to use fov^ was m explicit, helxarioe or. aZ r>Dw would be 
unlikely to rsosive any support* 

USE OF OTCE: (E) SSLF-DEFWE 

5 . Ihe conditions that have to bs n®t for the exercise of the right 
of self“defencg are well~kn(S«jn: 

i) Biere must he an armed attack upon a State nr sucii an attack must 
Ds ifOTineilt; 

ii) Ihe use of force imist be natessaiy and other means to reverse/ 
avert the attack nwst be unavailable; 

iii) Ihe acta in self-defence must be proportionate and strictly confined 
to die object of stopping the attack. 

v4»iir of self-defence may only be exercised until the Security Comcil 
mhsSL nacassaw to «sure intatnational peace and secxnrity'' 
"Z £0 ae right of self-defence must he i»ned- 

lately repost.^ to the Osuncil. 

6 foi^ the exercise of the right of self-defence there must ^ ~re chan 

"a th-aat" Ih^e hss to he an armed attack" actual or ininunEn.. The 
dwSopnent. of possession of malear “ Itself amount 

to an arnsed attack; whet would be need«l 
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hst clear evidence o£ sn insninarit ettsc-k, ISaring the the.^ 

“s^ainly a threat in the sense that ;tarisus States had nut^ar 
thev irieht at stot notica** unleash each other. 

mere possession of nuclear oeafOTS, o^[f5®ed 
tto^BSCssion in time of high tension re att^t to «!^cied 

was sJficlant to Justify pra-eapti^e action. W ^n toel 
an Iraqi nyclaar reactor, near Ba^^d, on 7 June ^ 

so ^ j-va Setuiricv Council (acEir^ unfioiisously) as a nis-litary 
ae^^^oStSn of tL ^er of the United nations 
and the norro of intemacional eondiict . 

USE OF FOSCE: (C) HUMAUITAEIAH IKihfeVESTICK 

7 In the IK view'' the use of force may te Justified if tte action is 
taken to'lnreysnt an ovenAetaing hutamtansn aatastTO|hjj. Ihe 
to this hShly contentious doctrine are not cl^rly drfinEd, ^ raid 
maintain'^/ths catastrophe must be clear and ijell d£>c«^ ted, that 
there imjat be no other means short of the use of force i^ch co^d 
oreoent it, and that the measures taken mist be proportimata. ^is 

-iLrtlv uDderlies the very limited action taken by allied aircraft 
S“ol^ No nr&Ss to Ira^ (following action Saddam to r^rass 
the*^ Sd tSe^fin the ea3y 90s), i*ich involoea_^casi^l and 
^rce by those aircraft in self-defence, the application 
iTm. SSt?y“S^Ht“?hrcircumstai»es at any given time, l«t it 
is clearly exceptional. 
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(II) ® Ftv ZCHES (NF2s) 

8 The KFZb over NorUiern and Scwthen Iraq are not sstablisli^ by 

IM Security Council Resolutions, Hiey were estebiishsd in 1991 1W2 

the i»sis that they were necassary and proportionate steps taken to 

crisis, to 

^ the &curity Council had adopted resolution 688 (1991) on 5 Aj^il 
1991 In which the Council stated that it was gravely co^srned 
repression of the Iraqi civilian population in ttiany of Ir^. 

iTxiliidinE TBOSt recently in Kurdish populated areas, had 1«?. to a 

cnassive reiugee floij** and that it was ds^ly disturbed ^ ^ roagrat’-^ 
of S taJTsufcriqg involved, the resolutlOTcc^i^ ^ repression 
ftf Iratd civilian population and daiiaid^^ ‘-ha^ irtsseoiatsly 
eSd1teTeSeSS“®i>^ view the purpose of ^e ij t™ter 
Iraqi cqspfiauce with the provisicms of resolution ii SS. OK and ^ air 
eraft patrolling the NFZs are entitles to use forc.a in self-defence tfcere 
such a^e of foc-e is a necessary and proportionate response to actual 
or ismitieiil attack fron Iraqi ground systass. 

9 The' US have on occasion claimed that the oppose of *e NF^ is 
to enforce Iraqi cotspllance with resoluticms ftl? 

is not consismt with resolution 687, which does not deal vath 
rearession of the Iraqi civilian popJation, or with resolution S88, 
Spted under ChaptS% of the ^ CharterH atrf does 
any provision for enforceteot. »r (as it xs sometiines 

clalTjed) 
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•lore, thp cui-i-ent HFZs provided for in tbe S&imxt agreement, a 
orovisional agreement between ooalition end Iraqi military cofa^dars 
O' 3 March 1991, laying down military conditions for the cease .ire 
which did not contain any referoace to the WZe- 

(III) SBcmm ccmciL HEsoiuriraB selevakt to the sascticms hicime 

in " 1,0 eawtions reziae against Iraq was established by resolution 
661 C?^) of B AaeustS90, tfcich, following tte invasion of Ki^t 
bv Ir^todes^t aU states shall prevent die M^rt into their 
terrfSries of any commodities originating in Iraq, the s^® or 
t^JS of any comnodities other than meiical si^plies. atd in human- 
SOTtSces, food stuffs, and that Iraqi funds and financial 
ieSuSes should be froten. Resolution 66I_rai»lns in force. The najor 
exception to the sanctions regime is the oil for food pTOgiamroe ^ch 
wS^sSlishai by resolution 986 (1993) and pe^« oil exports («i 
u^iMted aisamts following resolution 1284 (1999)) by Iraq on oot^ion 
►hat the purchase price is paid into an escrow account establi^ed by 
WS^Siv-feneral, aS the funds in Siat account ere used to 
meet the hanarsitarian tieeids ct the Iraqi people the ^ 

l^ith surolies, foodstuffs and Eatenals supplies for 
S^Siai escrow account is also used to tte 

IJn Ccosensation Ccnmission and to meat the operating costs of the dS, 
includign those of OWOTIC (see below). 

11 The oil for food prograraE is renewed ty the Secisity 

(usually) 6 monthly intervals,, most recently by resolution 1382 (2001), 

□f 29 Souatber 2001. 
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M j vv t-ocrtintion the Council also decided tliat it w>'ild adopt, by 
l'?£u So*? ^rocetoes ^dti should ift^rove the flow of to ^'aq, 

the lussiap.s. 

12 - 10 resoutlor. &87 <1991) tl^ Council 

XSnIraa^''cSpJ-«e^°Sl thfacti^ contenpUted in paragrapte 8-13 

K“'Sra?t?r;f tlS and pna=ti«s 

o£"S liSi the i^plen^ntation of oil tte relevant 

^ J th& Council* for tf« purpose of determining t^ether to 

o? lift regular r^ews are currently? suspended as 

itSSlf of Iraqi npn-cmplisnce «ith the Council’s demands. 

13 Ihe^tani* ^the 

^'’i’S'**®-n®JSSSi>l2S^(W99) SSgraph 33 of thS resolution 

SS'-St^SiTlS-SKI gf ■ 

«S (hose bodies for a parzod of 120 days after a 
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r“itifcrce<i system of iconitoting and verification to Iraq becavas fully 
O^attonai- Iraq has never complied with these conditions- 

(iv) SEOJMW OCCSCIL RESOLOTIONS HEIATING TO UJOTIC 

14 U!»C?iC was established by resolution 12te (1999) to replace the 
m SdSIi tomssion (fflSOT) established under resolution 687 (1991) 
(to?S2afte^Loluttoh). DNtCSTIC is to under tote the responsibilities 
of thrSrmer ^ial Coiaidssion under resol^co BS7 relating to the 

of ISql CBW and ballistic missiles with a range of over 1» 
kiiosetr^ and the on-going monitoring and varification of Iraqis ccopl- 
tee obUg?tions. Lite the Speona Cession, IIJMVIC is 
to te Sw unconditional access to all Iraqi facilities equipti^nt 
inri as ®11 as to Iraqi officials. Under pragrsjis 7 of resolution 

1284 IMWIC and Uta IAEA were given the respciisibility Oi drawing ^ 
a »rwa«a which v^uld 

r,f maoina sotiitoring and verification (GMVJ ana Key rerra^nit^ 

trie c^leted by Iraq, which constituCa the govffimiug 
Iher?^are currently no IMC gts^el , 
if aiU tte reinforced OMV syst^i has not teen uuplemented because 
of naq’s refusal to cooperate. 
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Ms. Lee. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Now let me mention also 
what we did last May. One hundred and twenty Members of Con- 
gress asked the Administration in a letter about the grave and se- 
rious questions which this memo raises. The Administration, unfor- 
tunately, has not yet answered; 120 Members of Congress wrote to 
the President. We asked questions such as: “Was there a coordi- 
nated effort with the United States intelligence community or Brit- 
ish officials to fix the intelligence and facts around the policy? 
When did President Bush and Prime Minister Blair first agree it 
was necessary to invade Iraq? Was there an ultimatum created 
about weapons inspections to justify the war?” And, “Does the 
President or the Administration dispute the accuracy of the leaked 
reports and the leaked documents?” The tough questions which the 
Downing Street Memo forces us to ask are critical as the United 
States’ presence in Iraq turns into a quagmire with no end in sight, 
and we have yet, Mr. Chairman, to receive a letter, response from 
the President by 120 Members of Congress who have asked these 
very important questions. 

Now, back in 2002, this is the situation which I and many Mem- 
bers feared when we opposed this pre-emptive war with Iraq. At 
that time, if you remember, I offered a substitute to the Use of 
Force Resolution which this Committee debated. My substitute 
would have required the United States to work through peaceful 
means, like continued negotiations and renewed inspections by the 
United Nations to ensure that Iraq was not developing weapons of 
mass destruction. In addition, I introduced legislation disavowing 
adoption of preemptive — because threats of unilateral preemptive 
strikes only undermine our own diplomatic and security interests. 

The Downing Street Memo and other documents make it clear 
that there was little thought to post-war planning. As a result, 
while pre-war Iraq had no connection, no connection with the tragic 
attacks on 9/11, Iraq has since become a haven for terrorists and 
has made the world less safe. 

Chairman Hyde. The gentlelady’s time has expired. 

Ms. Lee. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and I hope the Committee 
passes this in a positive way. 

Chairman Hyde. The gentleman from Texas, Mr. Paul. 

Mr. Paul. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Chairman, I have a bit of difficulty with this resolution, al- 
though I entirely endorse the right of the people to know, and I 
strongly compliment the gentlelady from California as well as the 
gentleman from Iowa in promoting this resolution. 

At the same time, though, I feel like this process has been very 
politicized by others, and that I don’t — I am not especially appre- 
ciative of I have been talked to quite a few times in the last sev- 
eral weeks about my vote today, and it has always been for polit- 
ical reasons. I should do such and such, and unfortunately, they 
don’t realize that the political reasons are probably the less impor- 
tant reasons to me. I think we have to deal with it in a much dif- 
ferent way. 

I think it is sad that we don’t have this information, but I think 
it should happen voluntarily. I am not sure this process is going 
to end up favorably. I don’t expect a vote on the House Floor and 
then all of a sudden we are going to know the truth. Besides, if the 
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Administration doesn’t come through with the information, it sug- 
gests mayhe there was a collusion and that the facts were fixed to 
the policy or whatever. But I don’t think this is going to end up 
helping us in getting to the bottom of this. 

I think one thing that our problem has been is that we are locked 
in on looking at it just in a technical process, and I see our prob- 
lems that we are facing today more as a philosophic problem, the 
philosophy of our foreign policy, and that is what I am concerned 
about and argue my case for, nonintervention overseas. And this 
involves — a lot has gone on, and it is both parties. In 1998, we had 
the Iraq Liberation Act come up under suspension, and it was a 
dramatic change in our foreign policy by the opposition party, not 
our side, and it was changed, and the purpose was to have regime 
change. So it was a bipartisan effort even at that time. Under sus- 
pension, I took the time in opposition and said, “This will lead to 
war.” And it certainly did. And I argued the case here in this Com- 
mittee in 2002, that this is a bad way to go to war because we are 
not declaring war, and therefore it is going to linger, and there 
won’t be an ending, and all the problems that we have faced. And 
this is exactly what has happened. 

So my suggestion is that we ought to look at the foreign policy 
which now is endorsed by both parties on nation-building, foreign 
intervention, and policing the world — that is where our problems 
are. So I think these technical things are important to bring out 
the debate, but the debate really ought to be on whether or not we 
believe in the American traditional foreign policy that our early 
Presidents believed in and the Founders believed in. And they 
wrote a Constitution that gives us no authority to go to war under 
these circumstances for nation-building and for the things that we 
do; that is where the problem is. The problem isn’t the technical 
aspects of this. So we can spend a lot of time on this. And like I 
said, it is worthwhile talking about it and trying to sort it out be- 
cause we want to prevent wars, but this is a war that is not going 
anywhere. Victory isn’t going to come tomorrow. No, we are there 
endlessly. We are building four permanent bases there. We are 
spending a billion dollars for an Embassy; we are going to be there 
a long time. So it is important that we try to figure this out and 
find out why we shouldn’t get ourselves into this mess. 

More likely, this war is going to spread before it is going to end. 
Already the Iranians are involved, and the Syrians are involved. 
And the war-drums are beating, and the war is likely to spread. 
That is what I am concerned about. And yet we don’t look at it in 
a philosophical way. We unfortunately look at this in a purely par- 
tisan political way. And we don’t object to the philosophy that 
drives us into a policy of war that we have had for 50 years, the 
no-win war in Korea, the no-win war in Vietnam, the no-win war 
in the Persian Gulf, Somalia, on and on and on, because we don’t 
know what we believe in, other than we should intervene to have 
our way, maybe to protect oil and who knows what else. That is 
what I so strongly object to. But I wish this — if I thought for a 
minute the way I voted today would be beneficial in changing the 
philosophy, believe me, I would do it. I don’t think we are at that 
point. 
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And I only take this moment to suggest to all of the Members 
that someday — let’s look at this philosophically and let’s ask our 
questions whether or not the Founders might not have been on the 
right track and ask ourselves, “Where do we have the authority to 
do this? And why don’t we be more cautious next time and not go 
to war without declaring the war and have everybody behind it and 
get it over with?” And I yield back. 

Chairman Hyde. The gentleman from Ohio, Mr. Brown. 

Mr. Brown. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, strike the last word. 

While our Nation has understandably been focused on Katrina 
and the tragedy in the Gulf Coast, we must not forget, the war in 
Iraq continues. Our brave soldiers need our support, and we pray 
for their safety as they provide stability for the fledgling Iraq de- 
mocracy. We must not forget, these men and women carrying out 
the mission in Iraq are our Americans and our constituents; every 
Member of this Body fully supports them. 

For 2 weeks in August, I spent much of my time attending wakes 
and funerals for Ohio Marines killed in Iraq. One evening in Tal- 
madge, the grandmother of a Marine who was killed took me aside 
and said, “Congressman, may I ask you a question?” I said, “Cer- 
tainly.” And she said, “Do you have any family members who are 
serving in the military?” And I said, “I have several family mem- 
bers who have been in the military; no one now is in the armed 
services.” And she said, “That is what I thought.” And I said, “I 
take it you are suggesting that Congressmen’s kids and CEOs’ kids 
aren’t dying in this war.” And she said, “That is exactly what I am 
suggesting.” 

We owe, Mr. Chairman, to these Marines, to their families, to all 
those who are serving and all who have served and to all Ameri- 
cans to investigate the decision-making that led the United States 
to go to war in Iraq. And the President owes it to the American 
people to make certain that their elected representatives are fully 
informed. For many, reports of the Downing Street Memo have cast 
a cloud over the integrity of the Executive Branch’s decisions in 
public statements regarding Iraq. At a time when public support 
for the war, as Ms. Lee said, is in decline, the refusal of the Execu- 
tive Branch to do all it can to put these questions to rest only fur- 
ther undermines our public’s support of this war. 

This bill asserts an appropriate role for Congress in the foreign 
policy process. It provides the President with the opportunity to 
put to rest doubts about his motives and the Administration’s mo- 
tives in taking our Nation to war. That is why I support the Lee 
resolution. I urge my colleagues to do likewise. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Hyde. Mr. Berman. 

Mr. Berman. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. If the Major- 
ity Party chooses to report this resolution adversely, they no doubt 
can do that, but I guess I would address my comments to them. Is 
that really the wise thing to do? 

We know for large numbers of Americans the Downing Street 
Memo is a big deal. I have read it. I have reread it. I am mystified 
as to why it has become such a big deal, but it is a big deal. It ap- 
pears that most people who are concerned about this — and the 
number who are is very large — have seized on one paragraph of the 
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memo that summarizes a report offered by someone referred to as 
“C” on his recent talks on Washington. We know that “C” was 
Richard Dearlove, head of MI-6, Britain’s Foreign Intelligence 
Agency. According to the memo, “C” reported that “Military action 
was now seen as inevitable, that Bush wanted to remove Saddam 
through military action justified by the conjunction of terrorism 
and WMD. The intelligence and facts were being fixed around the 
policy.” And finally, “There was little discussion in Washington of 
the aftermath of military action.” 

Let’s take those statements apart for a moment. Military action 
is now seen as inevitable. The Downing Street Memo was not the 
first evidence of the Administration’s perceptions on this. The 
newspapers, all through July 2002, the time in which “C” had his 
meetings in Washington, are full of stories about the Bush Admin- 
istration’s preparation for a confrontation with Saddam. On July 
4th, the New York Times reported a leaked Pentagon planning doc- 
ument for invading Iraq. The July 6th New York Times editorial 
leads off by stating, “President Bush has made no secret of his de- 
sire to drive Saddam Hussein from power in Iraq.” Washington 
Post, July 21, Robert Kagan notes that “Europeans increasingly 
consider American invasion all but inevitable.” 

We had debates here in July. I remember talking with Dennis 
Kucinich, and he said he was going to do it without a vote of Con- 
gress. I said, “I think you have got to come to the Congress.” Any- 
body watching knew, in July 2002, that this was where the Admin- 
istration was headed. The Downing Street Memo reveals nothing 
new on that subject. 

The second statement, “The intelligence and facts were being 
fixed around the policy.” For the many, this was the smoking gun, 
proof that the Bush Administration fabricated intelligence on Iraq’s 
WMD programs in order to justify war. But I don’t think that in- 
terpretation makes sense. When you consider the statements at- 
tributed to the head of an intelligence service that, according to 
other leaked documents from the same period, also believed that 
Iraq was pursuing WMD. Then the memo itself, later on, it says — 
the writer of the memo says, “What are the consequences if Sad- 
dam used WMD on day one in effect against our soldiers, or if 
Baghdad did not collapse and urban warfare fighting began?” “You 
said that Saddam could also use his WMD on Kuwait or on Israel,” 
added the Defense Secretary. The British believed he had WMDs. 
We know that three intelligence services of countries that strongly 
opposed military intervention, France, Germany, and Russia, 
shared this view. Every National Security official I talked to in the 
Clinton Administration shared this view. By and large, in the sum- 
mer of 2002, the debate wasn’t about whether he had WMDs. With 
the exception of our colleague, Dennis Kucinich, Bob Scheer, Scott 
Ritter and a few others, everyone felt that way. There was a very 
strong consensus. The arguing was about whether to use force at 
that point. Now, of course, it is a totally different story, but that 
wasn’t — the Downing Street Memo doesn’t really reveal anything 
new there. 

What we now know is that we were wrong about WMDs. The 
international prewar consensus was understandable given Sad- 
dam’s record of aggressively pursuing nuclear, chemical, and bio- 
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logical weapons programs prior to the 1991 Gulf War, his use of 
chemical weapons against Iranians and Kurds, and failing to come 
clean with UN weapons inspectors. “C” was probably trying to 
make the point that the Bush Administration was aggressively 
marketing, with over-the-top rhetoric about mushroom clouds, and 
probably exaggerating what they thought they knew about Iraq’s 
capabilities. They certainly were with respect to Saddam’s involve- 
ment with September 11th and even with respect to Iraq’s ties with 
al-Qaeda at that particular point. 

The memo notes that there was little discussion in Washington 
of the aftermath of military action. To that I say, “Duh.” We know 
now how little there was, or if there was any, what a low level of 
quality that discussion was. In other words, I don’t see anything 
earth-shattering in the Downing Street Memo. The comments made 
there could have been made by just anyone in the paper who read 
the paper or watched the Sunday talk shows. But I am voting for 
this resolution, and I would urge the majority to because it is the 
perception that there is something in here that shows something 
that I don’t think was true that needs to be investigated and looked 
at, and providing this information helps to clarify the record. 

The best way to overturn notions of perhaps conspiratorial theo- 
ries about what went on is to shed light on them, and this resolu- 
tion seeks to shed that light. So I think the immediate, defensive, 
and reflexive action to oppose this resolution is a mistake for those 
who think that it was quite understandable that this Administra- 
tion, as so many others, believed certain things were true which 
turned out later not to be true. 

So I am voting for the resolution; I think it makes sense. I think 
it helps to change the nature of the debate as we turn to the very 
difficult question of, where do we go from here? 

Mr. Rohrabacher. Would the gentleman yield for a question? 

Mr. Berman. Sure. 

Mr. Rohrabacher. Do you think if we move forward with this 
resolution, that it might undermine the confidence of other coun- 
tries and other governments to work with us in the future if every- 
thing that we say into our deliberations are made public? 

Mr. Berman. I don’t believe this resolution requires that every- 
thing that has been said may be made public. My assumption is 
that there is information that would be considered classified that 
would be delivered to this Committee on a confidential basis 

Chairman Hyde. The gentleman’s time has long since expired. 

I would like to take three more, and then go to a vote because 
this can take us until 5 o’clock today. Mr. Crowley, Ms. Berkley, 
and Mr. Schiff, assuming no Republican wants to debate, so let’s 
go to Mr. Crowley . 

Mr. Ackerman. Mr. Chairman, I believe my name was on the 
list. 

Chairman Hyde. Oh, Mr. Ackerman, yes, your name is on the 
list, and if you wish, we will go to you, too. 

Mr. Ackerman. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Hyde. I don’t want to short-circuit this, but I do want 
to bring it to a close within a reasonable time. 

All right. Mr. Crowley of New York. 

Mr. Crowley. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
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Mr. Chairman, I want to express my support for H. Res. 375 of- 
fered by my colleague and friend, Barbara Lee from California. 

Mr. Chairman, close to 3 years ago, I voted to give this President 
the ability to wage war against the heinous dictatorship of Saddam 
Hussein and bring freedom to the Iraqi people and security to 
America and our allies around the world. I met with then National 
Security Advisor Dr. Rice and then CIA Director George Tenet and 
others from the Administration and heard from them how real they 
felt the threat of Iraq was to the United States’ interests, both here 
at home and abroad, and why the U.S. needed to act with a coali- 
tion of allies to remove Hussein. I heard how Hussein was a threat 
to not only his own people but to the world, his willingness to se- 
cure weapons of mass destruction and his proven use of chemical 
and biological warfare against his own people. I again voted to give 
the President authority to invade Iraq and believed that Dr. Rice 
and the many others who had spent countless hours on planning 
and preparing for the war had the right intelligence that would 
vindicate the threat that Saddam Hussein did pose, in short, the 
success of the Iraqi people and the safety of American troops after 
the fall of Saddam Hussein. I believed our President. 

This Administration has failed on all three points. We can all 
agree on the fact that Saddam Hussein was an evil person and that 
the Iraqi people are better off today without him than they were 
before. But the supposed threats that led us into war have never 
developed. Since the invasion of Iraq, no weapons of mass destruc- 
tion have been found and no secret stockpiles have been discovered. 
No link has existed between Saddam Hussein and 9/11 or between 
Saddam Hussein and the al-Qaeda terrorists. 

A country that was sold to us as one that was yearning for de- 
mocracy and was inherently secular with a shared contempt for 
Saddam has turned out to be a country wrecked with sectarian di- 
vides where even the Administration admits that building a true 
democracy may never take hold. The Administration said the Iraqi 
people would view our soldiers as liberators. Instead, the American 
troops, who have served so well under the most trying and difficult 
of conditions, lacking in many respects the newest technology, body 
armor, and protective vehicles, are at risk of attack up to 60 times 
a day by Iraqi insurgents. Over 1,800 of our soldiers have lost their 
lives and thousands more have been critically injured due to this 
war, a coalition which was never as expansive as what was sold to 
the American people continues to lose partners, putting more and 
more of the burden on the American taxpayer. 

Why has this war gone in the total opposite direction of what 
was sold to the American people? Is it a lack of follow-through, 
poor planning, not having the right intelligence, all of the above? 
And if so, what can we do to make it better? That is what Mrs. 
Lee’s resolution tries to get to the answer to. 

While United States Members of Congress and Pentagon gen- 
erals were meeting on the reasons and the planning of the war, 
British intelligence was also meeting and double-checking on what 
the Administration was saying. British intelligence found, in the 
summer of 2002, and I quote: 

“Military action is now seen as inevitable. Bush wanted to re- 
move Saddam through military action, justified by the conjunc- 
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tion of terrorism and weapons of mass destruction, but the in- 
telligence and facts were being fixed around policy.” 

British Foreign Secretary Jack Straw acknowledged that the cause 
for war was “thin and that Saddam was not threatening his neigh- 
bors.” 

A few months ago, in this Committee, during the markup of the 
State Department authorization, I offered an amendment calling 
for the Administration to report to Congress with a plan for success 
in Iraq. That amendment passed. But besides the success of this 
amendment, I am proud to say it was one of the first bipartisan 
votes of this Congress expressing our constitutional oversight role 
to demand from the Administration a plan of how we are going to 
achieve our goals in Iraq and bring our troops home. 

Too often during this war, the Legislative Branch has been silent 
while the Administration has continued to change the reasons for 
going to war and the goals this war was supposed to accomplish. 
All the while, not providing our men and women in the field with 
adequate protection and placing tremendous burdens on our troops. 
Our plan for success is being pushed aside because of Secretary 
Rumsfeld’s plan to cover his behind in response to the almost daily 
stories of how badly mismanaged this war has been on all levels. 
This has to stop, and it is time for Congress to stand up and de- 
mand answers. 

This is why I am supporting my colleague’s resolution of inquiry, 
demanding that the Administration release to Congress the com- 
munications between the Government of the United Kingdom and 
the United States relating to the policy of the United States with 
respect to the war in Iraq, and I urge my colleagues to do so. 

I can’t speak for all of my colleagues, but I can say that, as an 
American, I want to believe my President, especially when he talks 
about threats against our country from foreign enemies, especially 
as a New Yorker post-9/11. And unless we get to the bottom of this, 
I believe for myself personally, and for many Americans, our trust 
in the Office of the Presidency will be severely damaged. 

And with that, Mr. Chairman, I yield back the balance of my 
time. 

Chairman Hyde. Mr. Schiff of California. 

Mr. Schiff. Mr. Chairman, I won’t take the full 5 minutes. 

I do want to speak briefly in favor of reporting this resolution fa- 
vorably out of Committee. I participated in the same meetings that 
my colleague and Mr. Crowley described at the White House with 
Condoleezza Rice and George Tenet, where we discussed the nature 
and quality of the intelligence on Iraq’s WMD program. My pri- 
mary concern was over Iraq’s nuclear program, and in particular, 
I was interested in getting to the bottom of the level of confidence 
the Administration had in its own intelligence. That level of con- 
fidence was supremely high and, as it turned out, supremely 
wrong. 

We have a commission that has been established, like the 9/11 
Commission, to get to the facts of how we could have been so wrong 
about Iraq’s WMD program. And I do hope that commission per- 
forms its work as thoroughly and in as bipartisan a fashion as the 
9/11 Commission did, which really set the mark. But I do have con- 
cerns about the limits on the jurisdiction that was established 
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along with the WMD Commission that may not permit it to go be- 
yond questions of failures of intelligence-gathering or analysis, to 
broader questions about whether the intelligence was properly rep- 
resented, whether it was manipulated to reach a predetermined 
conclusion. 

Mr. Berman, I think, is exactly right about a great deal of the 
Downing Street Memo, much of it is unremarkable. Conclusions in 
it, for example, about the level of post-war planning are, I think, 
remarkably accurate and without question. We don’t need docu- 
ments from Britain to confirm that we did very little post-war plan- 
ning, or that which was done in the past was ignored. But one of 
the significant questions, that has not been answered by the com- 
mission that has been established, that I think this Congress ought 
to do everything in its power to determine, is how the intelligence 
was not only erroneous, but how it was used once it was gathered. 
And I think part of the reason why we are seeing multiple resolu- 
tions of inquiry is that on some of the key issues of the day, like 
this one, we have not had the will in Congress to do the oversight 
that we should be doing, and it is not simply Democrats that feel 
that way. Senator Chuck Crassly, Republican Chairman of the 
Senate Finance Committee, expressed his unease about the lack of 
oversight in Congress, admitting that Legislative oversight had 
been better when Democrats controlled the Congress. And I am 
sure that was not a great comfort to the Clinton Administration or 
the Democratic Administrations, but as Crassly acknowledged, this 
Congress has delegated so much authority to the Executive Branch 
of the Covernment, and we ought to do more time in oversight than 
we do. So we see this proliferation of resolutions of inquiry to try 
to compel the Congress to do the oversight that we really ought to 
do. 

And I, too, regret, as Mr. Paul pointed out, how resolutions like 
this have become politicized. And I certainly understand the reluc- 
tance of my colleagues on the other side of the aisle to oversee an 
Executive run by their own party, but I think it is in the national 
interest that we move beyond party and consider what is best for 
the country. And in this case, I think what is best for the country 
is resolving any unanswered questions about the Downing Street 
Memo and also getting to the bottom of our intelligence failures 
that led to war. 

I urge your support, and I yield back, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Hyde. Mr. Ackerman. 

Mr. Ackerman. Mr. Chairman, I am a pacifist who believes that 
war is a total breakdown of all civil process and who nonetheless 
voted to authorize the President to bring us to the point of war. 
And I did so because, despite the fact that I might be a pacifist, 
I am not suicidal. I also believe that people have a right to protect 
themselves and their families, and we all have an obligation collec- 
tively to protect our Nation. 

Having said all that, I went to almost every single briefing at 
every single level of security that was held, as did almost every 
Member of this Committee and most of the Members of the Con- 
gress. There was a meeting I attended, Mr. Chairman, along with 
12 other Members of Congress — there were 13 of us — in October 
2002 that was held at the Pentagon, a breakfast meeting with the 
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Secretary of Defense, Mr. Rumsfeld. Present were representatives 
of branches of the military, top-level officials of the intelligence 
community, and 13 Members of Congress. We got a very detailed 
briefing which included slides and a lot of reportage. 

One of the Members of Congress asked, citing an article that was 
in the New York Times that morning about a hearing at the Senate 
Intelligence Committee in which CIA Director Tenet testified, and 
this was right prior to the vote, “That it was very likely that Sad- 
dam Hussein would attack Israel if the United States attacked 
Iraq.” And that being Mr. Tenet’s testimony before the Senate, why 
would we support this war? 

The Secretary responded by saying, “Well, you know, Mr. Tenet 
said that with a very low degree of confidence,” and most of us 
looked very incredulous about that comment. “What do you mean 
by that?” “Well, you know, when you say these things, it is either 
a high level of confidence or average level or low level of con- 
fidence; he said it with a low level of confidence.” I said, “Does that 
mean we have to question every member of the Administration 
when they tell Congress something, whether they are saying it was 
a high level or a low level of confidence?” He laughed. The briefing 
went on. 

We were led to believe that the United States was possibly being 
subjected to an imminent attack by foreign forces. We were shown 
evidence, so-called evidence, that there was a nuclear program 
going on. There was a picture projected on the wall of a nuclear 
plant, smoke coming out of chimneys, described to us as fully oper- 
ational, proof positive, the smoking gun, the smoking nuclear plant, 
if you will, that they had fired up a couple of days before the vote. 
I questioned the Secretary, and I said, “Mr. Secretary, I don’t have 
a photographic memory, but that picture, that aerial photograph 
looks much like one that Colin Powell, when he was Head of Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, showed us prior to the vote in 1991. My question 
is, is this a recent photograph?” And he said, “I assure you it is 
a very recent photograph.” I half-jokingly said, “Are you saying 
that with a high or low degree of confidence?” He laughed again. 
And he said, “I assure you with a high degree of confidence that 
is a recent photograph.” That was a lie. If they have that photo- 
graph, they have proof-positive that there was a nuclear program 
going on right prior to the vote. 

I am angry. I am frustrated. I am furious, and I am disappointed 
in the President and this Administration in which I trusted and 
cast my vote to enable men and women to go to war and to die in 
that war. If they had an honest case to make — and they made no 
case whatsoever about regime change or Saddam is a bad guy or 
we have to bring democracy to the world, or all those noble pur- 
poses, maybe I would have listened 

Chairman Hyde. The gentleman’s time has expired. 

Mr. Leach 

Mr. Ackerman. I urge a positive vote to report this out affirma- 
tively. 

Chairman Hyde. Mr. Leach. 

Mr. Ackerman. Anything else is a whitewash. 

Chairman Hyde. The gentleman’s time has expired. 

Mr. Leach. I will be very brief. 
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First, let me say, I think the opening statement of the Chairman 
of the Committee was the most thoughtful opening statement of a 
Chairman of a Committee that I have ever listened to. Secondly, 
I want to explain why I don’t find it completely compelling. It is 
true that this Congress and other Committees and commissions 
have overseen aspects of the intelligence issue, hut this inquiry is 
partly about intelligence. It is partly about diplomacy. And it is 
partly about other things. For example, on the post-invasion plan- 
ning, there is a quote from a British Cabinet paper that says: 

“Push for occupation of Iraq could lead to protracted and costly 
nation-building exercise. U.S. military plans are excellent on 
this point. This is of extraordinary significance because this is 
an aspect of the United States policy for which the case for 
transparency is rather strong.” 

There is a clear element of partisanship in this inquiry. On the 
other hand, all of us should understand that it is the responsibility 
of the Minority Party to hold the Majority Party accountable. It is 
also the responsibility of the United States Congress to oversee the 
Executive Branch, and these two perceptions are far more signifi- 
cant than the partisan advantage. 

And I will only conclude with one observation of a statement last 
week. The former Secretary of State of the United States, Colin 
Powell, stated that it was a blot on his record that he misused in- 
telligence. I don’t want a blot on the Congress’ record that we re- 
fused the most vigorous oversight of the most extraordinary foreign 
policy initiative of last generation, that this moment in time ap- 
pears to have enormously consequential and frail implications for 
our national security. And I am just hardpressed to do anything ex- 
cept support this inquiry, despite the rather powerful statement of 
the Chairman. 

Chairman Hyde. I thank the gentleman. It is the intention of the 
Chair to postpone recorded votes on the three resolutions. We have 
only dealt with one so far. But we will vote on these at 2 o’clock 
so that everybody who wants to vote on it will have an opportunity 
to vote on it. 

Pursuant to notice, I call up the resolution, H. Res. 408, request- 
ing the President and directing the Secretary of Defense to trans- 
mit to the House all documents in their possession relating to com- 
munications with officials of the United Kingdom relating to the 
policy of the United States with respect to Iraq for purposes of 
markup, and I move its adverse recommendation to the House. 

Without objection, the resolution will be considered as read and 
open for amendment at any point, and the Chair recognizes himself 
for such time as I may consume. 

[H. Res. 408 follows:] 
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H. RES. 408 


Retincstiiig the President and directing; tlie Secretaiy of Defense to transmit 
to the Ilonsc of Representatives not later tlian 14 days after tlie date 
of tlie adoption of this resolution all documents in the possession of 
the President and Secretaiy of Defense relating to commnnieations with 
officials of the United Kingdom relating to the policy of the United 
States with respect to Iraq. 


IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATHT^S 

July 28, 2005 

]\Ir. IIiNCHEY submitted the following' resolution; which was referred to the 
Committee on International Relations 


RESOLUTION 

Requesting the President and direeting tlie Secretary of De- 
fense to transmit to the House of Representatives not 
later than 14 days after the date of the adoption of 
this resolution all documents in the possession of the 
President and Secretary of Defense relating to commu- 
nications with officials of the United Kingdom relating 
to the policy of the United States with respect to Iraq. 

1 Resolved, That not later than 14 days after the date 

2 of the adoption of this resolution — 

3 (1) the President is requested to transmit to 

4 the House of Representatives all documents, includ- 


1 
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2 

1 iiig telephone and eleetronic mail reeords, logs, cal- 

2 endars, minntes, and memos, in the possession of 

3 the President relating to eonimnnications with offi- 

4 eials of the United Kingdom from Jannaiy 1, 2001, 

5 to Mareh 19, 2003, relating to the policy of the 

6 United States with respect to Iraq, inclnding any 

7 disenssions or eonimnnications between the Presi- 

8 dent, then National Security Adeisor Condoleezza 

9 Rice, or other Administration officials and officials 

10 of the United Kingdom; and 

11 (2) the Secretary of Defense is directed to 

12 transmit to the House of Representatives all doen- 

13 merits, inchiding telephone and eleetronic mail 

14 reeords, logs, calendars, miimtes, and memos, in the 

15 possession of the Secretary relating to eornrnmiica- 

16 tions with officials of the United Kingdom from Jan- 

17 nary 1, 2001, to Mareh 19, 2003, relating to the 

18 policy of the United States with respect to Iraq, in- 

19 ehiding any disenssions or comnimiications betw^een 

20 any Defense Department official, inehiding Under 

21 Secretary of Defense for Policy Douglas J. Keith 

22 and Under Secretary of Defense for Intelligence Dr. 

23 Stephen A. Cambone, and officials of the United 

24 Kingdom. 

O 


>IIRES 408 IH 



53 


Chairman Hyde. The Committee now has before it the second of 
today’s resolution of inquiries, H. Res. 408, introduced by Mr. Hin- 
chey of New York. This resolution requests the President and di- 
rects the Secretary of Defense to transmit information related to 
communications with officials of the United Kingdom between Jan- 
uary 1, 2001, and March 19, 2003, regarding the United States pol- 
icy with respect to Iraq. Like H. Res. 375, this resolution follows 
publication of the so-called Downing Street Memo, a memorandum 
prepared for a meeting of July 23rd, 2002 between Tony Blair and 
British officials. 

As explained earlier, the Downing Street Memo does not raise 
anything new. The decision to go to war in Iraq and the intel- 
ligence surrounding the decision have been examined and reexam- 
ined, and the conclusions set out in these studies clearly support 
reporting this resolution adversely. No one found any evidence 

Mr. Lantos. Mr. Chairman, the Committee is not in order. There 
is conversation going on. 

Chairman Hyde. The decision to go to war in Iraq and the intel- 
ligence surrounding that decision have been examined and reexam- 
ined and the conclusions set out clearly support reporting this reso- 
lution adversely. No one found any evidence of Administration offi- 
cials attempting to coerce, influence, or pressure intelligence ana- 
lysts or “fixing” intelligence. 

Without repeating all the arguments made with H. Res. 375, I 
can think of no better words in urging you to report H. Res. 408 
adversely than Senator Roberts’ comments on the Silberman-Robb 
Commission report: 

“I don’t think there should be any doubt that we have now 
heard it all regarding prewar intelligence. I think that it would 
be a monumental waste of time to replow this ground any fur- 
ther. We should turn our full attention to the future.” 

H. Res. 408 is drafted in sweeping and overbroad language that 
would include years of Presidential documents of the most sensitive 
nature involving communications between heads of state. As point- 
ed out as far back as George Washington himself, complying with 
such a request would run contrary to constitutional principles and 
set a very dangerous precedent. 

The volume of documents requested under H. Res. 408 covering 
years worth of documents would represent an unjustified burden on 
the Executive Office as a practical matter as well. I urge you to 
vote to report this resolution adversely, and I recognize Mr. Lantos 
for such time as he may consume. 

Mr. Lantos. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Chairman, since my 
comments with respect to the earlier resolution that we considered 
and debated are the same as those, I would like to make with re- 
spect to this resolution, to save time, I will not repeat them. I urge 
my colleagues to vote for the resolution and I thank you. 

Chairman Hyde. I thank the gentleman. Ms. Ros-Lehtinen. 

Ms. Ros-Lehtinen. Thank you so much, Mr. Chairman, here we 
go again. The only difference between this resolution and the one 
that we previously considered is that this one seeks information 
from the President and the Secretary of Defense versus the Sec- 
retary of State. The same arguments apply to both. However, this 



54 


one is even more troublesome, as it strikes at the very core of some 
of the most sensitive communications between our officials, the 
military leadership, and the State Department, all of them based 
on the opinions of one British officer referenced in a leaked memo. 

As policymakers and elected officials, do we honestly want to 
base our decisions and Legislative action on this small component 
of a leaked Downing Street Memo and newspaper stories on other 
leaks? It is ironic that a resolution that calls into question prewar 
Iraq intelligence, intelligence based on years of analysis and discus- 
sion, would seek to legitimize the subjective personal assessment of 
a staff member of a foreign government. It is troublesome that a 
measure that speaks to and — in one potentially devastating blow — 
erodes centuries of Presidential precedent and constitutional au- 
thority regarding the conduct of foreign affairs, would do so on the 
basis of a leaked memo by a foreign government. 

Rather than focusing on the future and taking an active role in 
helping to drive policy to assist Iraq in the transformation into a 
democratic nation, and as a catalyst for further reforms in the re- 
gion, there are those who simply wish to focus on partisan political 
efforts. I would have loved for all of the Members of this Com- 
mittee to have listened to the testimony of the Subcommittee hear- 
ing that I held on Iraq’s progress toward democracy. And I am 
proud that my stepson is serving as a Marine officer in Iraq right 
now. I would guess that he would prefer that Congress work on the 
future of a democratic Iraq, rather than participate in yet another 
partisan inquiry on the same old discredited conspiracy theories. I 
also don’t think that Dougie or any members of his squadron would 
appreciate hearing, as I heard from a Member on the other side 
this morning, that their military participation has made Iraq less 
safe. Please go to Iraq and say that to their faces. I would love to 
see their reaction. 

Prewar assessment and a prewar intelligence, these are issues 
that have been debated in this Committee time and time again. It 
is a matter that has been reviewed by the Intelligence Committee 
in both Chambers, by the independent bipartisan Silberman-Robb 
Commission, by British entities, and their conclusions are all the 
same. There is no evidence of undue influence or pressure on intel- 
ligence analysts concerning information on Iraq. 

When referring to prewar intelligence, we are essentially talking 
about the same intelligence that was available under 8 years of a 
Clinton Administration. Intelligence that drove the Congress and 
this Committee to adopt legislation calling for regime change in 
Iraq, supporting conclusions regarding unconventional weapons 
programs pursued by Saddam Hussein’s regime. Former President 
Bill Clinton in 1998 said: 

“There should be no doubt, Saddam’s ability to produce and de- 
liver weapons of mass destruction poses a grave threat to the 
peace of that region and the security of the world. And some 
day, some way, I guarantee you he will use that arsenal.” 

And fast forward to the terrorist attacks of September 11th, the 
lessons learned from the failure to act during the World Trade Cen- 
ter bombings in 1993, the Khobar Towers in Saudi Arabia, the USS 
Cole, many other terrorist attacks targeting the United States and 
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numerous UN Security Council resolutions and the UN calls for 
Saddam to disarm and they went unanswered. Could the U.S. af- 
ford to wait until Saddam Hussein used the arsenal? But let’s focus 
on the present and let us look at the future. There is nothing new 
to discuss. There is no new information in the Downing Street 
Memo. Personal opinions and impressions of a British aide, unsub- 
stantiated, uncorroborated, very subjective, shouldn’t be used to 
interfere with the privileged direct communications between heads 
of states or officials of high levels of the United States Government 
on national and international security. And I hope that our col- 
leagues would report out both of them adversely. Thank you, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Chairman Hyde. Ms. Watson from California. 

Ms. Watson. Speaking as an Ambassador representing the 
United States, I find it very amazing that there is a consideration 
on this Committee, who has the jurisdiction for relationships be- 
tween the United States and foreign nations, to think that it is a 
dangerous precedent to enlighten us. We are the policymakers. And 
as an Ambassador, I had to represent the policies of the United 
States of America. That was done through 2 years, 6 weeks at a 
time, of being enlightened, being trained, and being made ready to 
represent our great Nation abroad. 

So enlightenment to me is very essential. Truth and trust make 
democracy what it is all about. Accuracy of information is essential 
to effectiveness. Understanding the issue thoroughly is a compo- 
nent part. And looking at the mission of international relations, we 
should always be seeking the truth. Credibility is at stake. Credi- 
bility is at stake for our country in light of the way we handled 
Katrina and American citizens. Credibility is at stake with the way 
we protect our fighting forces in Iraq. And credibility is at stake 
when we are relating to other nations and particularly the nations 
in the Gulf 

So I am highly supportive of getting the facts and the truth. And 
I would hope this Committee would set the direction for this coun- 
try and for the President and the Administration, because we are 
sorely lacking in credibility. And any of you who want to challenge 
what I am saying, take a trip abroad. Choose any place on the map 
you want to go, and talk to the people who watch television, who 
read the news, and who listen to the radio about America’s ability 
to protect its own citizens. 

We need to have the facts. It was my feeling from the beginning 
that this was an unjustifiable invasion of a sovereign nation that 
we have debated. However, let us arm ourselves with the facts as 
we know them. Let us seek truth whenever we can. Do not stifle 
truth if we want to regain credibility and our position among the 
leading nations of the world. And I say this to you from my experi- 
ence as an Ambassador representing what I thought was the great- 
est Nation in the world and shared values that we are trying to 
share with the rest of the nations. 

I would encourage us to vote both of these resolutions out in a 
positive fashion. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and thank you for al- 
lowing these resolutions to be debated today. 

Chairman Hyde. You are certainly welcome. 
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I think I will yield myself some time. I have heen listening all 
morning, and I think certain things ought to he said. The gentle- 
woman from California has said we need the facts. Of course, we 
need the facts. But there is a way to get them in an orderly fash- 
ion. We have set up Intelligence Committees with bipartisan mem- 
bership in the House and in the Senate. Both of the Intelligence 
Committees have gone through this with a fine-toothed comb. They 
have lived up to their oaths, but they can handle classified infor- 
mation in an appropriate way. In addition to both Intelligence 
Committees from the House and the Senate, bipartisan, in addition 
to that, you had the Silberman-Robb Commission set up, again bi- 
partisan, but not Members of this Body. And they have reviewed 
all the facts and all of the nuances of this. 

And so then you had the British doing the same thing, looking 
at the intelligence process they had. So you have had repeated com- 
missions of outstanding people, honorable people, looking at the 
question of whether the intelligence was fixed or manipulated and 
coming out unanimously: No. So here we go again. I cannot help 
but be convinced this is politics, politics, politics. Somebody sees an 
opportunity to weaken the President, even though we are at war. 
We are at war against worldwide terrorism around the globe. In- 
stead of backing the President, we are eroding his integrity and the 
quality of what he says. 

I have never in all of my reading of history seen a Chief Execu- 
tive get less support in his own country. 

Ms. Watson. Mr. Chairman, would you yield for a question? 

Chairman Hyde. Yes. 

Ms. Watson. You articulated the Committees that have gathered 
information. Do you feel that other Members who are not privy to 
this information need to have a chance to look at it so that we can 
then make effective decisions as it relates to the policy? 

Chairman Hyde. Yes, and it 

Ms. Watson. Should we be denied the information that other 
Members have because of their membership on Committees? 

Chairman Hyde. Did the gentlewoman ask the Chairman of the 
Select Committee on Intelligence to view any evidence or testi- 
mony? Are you on record as having done that and been denied? 

Ms. Watson. We have been denied several times, and I am on 
record of asking in other areas as well. We are told, and I am told, 
that much of what goes on in the Intelligence Committee is con- 
fidential. 

Chairman Hyde. Classified. It is classified. 

Ms. Watson. And classified. 

Chairman Hyde. You have plenty of Democrats who are intel- 
ligent, loyal, patriotic, and honorable, who serve on that Com- 
mittee. I trust the Republicans on the Committee. I would hope you 
would trust the Democrats. 

Ms. Watson. May I ask my question for clarity? Are we to 

Chairman Hyde. Go ahead. 

Ms. Watson. For clarity, are we, as Members of this Committee, 
Committee on International Relations, I am not a Member of those 
other Committees, are we to be denied information that will help 
us make effective decisions as it deals with foreign policy and our 
relations with other countries? 



57 


Chairman Hyde. I would suggest that the Chairman and the 
Vice Chairman of the Intelligence Committee, the House Perma- 
nent Select Committee on Intelligence, would meet with you and 
give you access to any information you want. And I doubt if you 
have asked them for that. But I do know you said you thought you 
represented the greatest country in the world. I have no doubt that 
you did represent the greatest country in the world. 

But let me proceed. Why did we go to war? Well, I have copies 
of quotations from people, from previous Administrations at the 
highest level who said this man, Saddam Hussein, is a brutal thug, 
an assassin, and has weapons of mass destruction or will soon have 
them. They are all here. Madeleine Albright, Sandy Berger, Presi- 
dent Clinton, Senator Graham, Senator Kennedy, Senator Rocke- 
feller. All of them, up to 2 years before the war, started saying he 
is a dangerous person. He has weapons of mass destruction. 

Then you are sitting in the White House and you get blind-sided 
on September 11, 2001, and 3,000 people are wiped out, and you 
think to yourself. If he had nuclear weapons, as everybody says he 
does, how many people would we be mourning — 3 million instead 
of 3,000? 

And so he came to Congress and we authorized the proceeding 
into war. And now that we find that it was based on erroneous in- 
telligence — not corrupt intelligence, just flawed, just because it was 
human, it was wrong — we want to attack the President. And that 
is what all of this is about. 

The Gulf War ended on March 3, 1991. And from that day until 
when the war started, the UN’s contribution to safeguarding the 
world was 17 resolutions. A blizzard of paper was going to protect 
everybody. When the World Trade Center was obliterated and we 
all believed this man had weapons of mass destruction, it was time 
to do something. And he came to Congress and got the authority 
and went ahead and did it. And now we should help defeat ter- 
rorism, not just weaken and erode the authority of the President. 

So now we have three more. We can take the time. Mr. Menen- 
dez is recognized. 

Mr. Menendez. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. With each of these 
resolution of inquiries that we will vote on today, the Congress is 
simply saying we have the right to know and the American people 
have the right to know. And the Congress of the United States has 
an obligation to the American people to make sure that the Execu- 
tive Branch is carrying out its duties and informing the public. 

Now, I have a different view. Congress has been less than robust 
in its oversight of these issues. Certainly, this Committee has juris- 
diction over the bilateral and multilateral relationships of the 
United States and other countries and organizations in the world. 
So it is not — I can’t believe it is a jurisdictional issue. 

And you know, I cannot just sit back and accept that because 
some other entity, the Silberman Commission, which was Execu- 
tive-appointed, came to the conclusions that the Chairman made. 
But the other oversights that did take place did not address this 
issue head on, did not deal with the question of whether or not the 
intelligence was manipulated. 

The foundations for the decision did not deal with the essence of 
those questions. So it is still fitting and appropriate. And in the 
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last Administration, we had the most robust oversight of all Com- 
mittees as to every aspect of the Executive Branch, and of course, 
it was not “politics, politics, politics” then. It was Congress exer- 
cising its oversight. And all of a sudden we have retreated from 
that dramatically. We are going to have a review by one of the 
Committees of Katrina and the Majority Leader just decided to 
cancel it. 

So let’s not hear about the right of Members of Congress, and 
certainly this Committee, to be able to pursue a robust oversight 
of what the Executive Branch is doing. The particular case of the 
two resolutions of inquiry we are going to be voting on are simply 
asking for information on decisions this Administration made when 
it led this country into an elective war in Iraq. And I think it is 
past time that responsible Members of Congress not confuse Sep- 
tember 11th, where I lost 700 citizens of my State, with Saddam 
Hussein when the focus should have been and still needs to be in 
Afghanistan where Osama bin Laden, al-Qaeda, and the Taliban 
were. Those were the perpetrators of September 11th, they were 
the ones that caused the death of my fellow New Jerseyans and my 
fellow Americans, and I think it is irresponsible to talk about Sep- 
tember 11th and allude to the fact that Saddam Hussein had any- 
thing to do with that terrible day. 

The Downing Street Memo, for example, that we are going to be 
voting on as well as this request for the Department of Defense, 
it is a summary of high-level meetings with Tony Blair and senior 
members of his national security team. It is critical information on 
prewar planning between two bilateral relationships, the United 
States and Great Britain. And the memo, at least in itself, has 
been reported in the press. This has all been reported in the press, 
but we need to ascertain the veracity of all of this. The memo says 
that President Bush and Prime Minister Blair had already decided 
to go to war and the U.S. was already involved in detailed war 
planning in July 2002. That “the intelligence and the facts were 
being fixed around the policy.” That the real reason for the war 
was to overthrow Saddam Hussein and had little to do with weap- 
ons of mass destruction. 

The policymakers knew that the case for war was weak. As re- 
portedly said by the British Foreign Secretary, the case was thin. 
Saddam was not threatening his neighbors at the time and his 
WMD capability was clearly less than that of Libya, North Korea, 
or Iran, and that the United States was doing little or no post-war 
planning. This is critical information. And all of this was in 2002, 
8 months before the start of the war, 3 months before the congres- 
sional vote authorizing use of force and 4 months before the British 
resolution on Iraq in the UN. 

All we are asking for is the information to see whether these 
public statements are accurate. And if so, then ultimately what are 
the decisions of this Congress that ultimately flow from that? 

Chairman Hyde. The gentleman’s time has expired. Mr. Rohr- 
abacher. 

Mr. Rohrabacher. Thank you very much Mr. Chairman. Let me 
remind my friends and colleagues on the other side of the aisle that 
you have access to almost all of the secret documents that we are 
talking about, to determine what policies you will support or won’t 
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support. They are in room S-407 of the Capitol. Every Member of 
Congress has a security clearance to go there and look at these doc- 
uments. I don’t think that you have availed yourself, I would guess, 
of what is available to you already, much less demand even higher 
levels of documents. The fact is, they are there. They are available 
to us to make our determinations as to what policies we will sup- 
port. 

However, the demand today is to be able to see documents in a 
way that is different than you would see them if you availed your- 
self of going to S-407 in the Capitol, because there, if you look at 
these secret documents that are classified, you are required not to 
talk about it publicly. Not to politicize it, in other words. 

What we are talking about today is a demand to see documents, 
to see information in order to talk about it publicly and to make 
public cases which means politicizing the issue. That is why I do 
not have the sympathy for this particular request. Since 9/11 and 
the onset of the war on terrorism, I have been impressed with the 
bipartisanship of this Committee. I have appreciated the absence 
of political maneuvering which would have undermined the con- 
fidence in our military and intelligence commitments overseas. 
When our troops are under fire being wounded and killed by rad- 
ical Islamists in Iraq and elsewhere, this Committee has been care- 
ful not to politicize the situation. This bipartisanship has been ex- 
emplary. I have hoped that this admirable standard would be 
maintained. 

Let me just note today about some of the arguments that have 
been made. 

We keep talking about the President of the United States misin- 
forming the public and misinforming us about the intelligence or 
about weapons of mass destruction based on the intelligence that 
he had been handed. Nobody here has said the President made it 
up and that the CIA had not given him this information. Let’s note 
who the CIA director was who provided this “phony intelligence.” 
We are talking about George Tenet here. He was not appointed by 
George Bush. He was appointed by President Bill Clinton and he 
was kept on board by President Bush in order to ensure a biparti- 
sanship of intelligence information that he would have. Let me 
note, George Tenet wasn’t just a President Clinton appointee — Bill 
Clinton was a Democrat staffer on the Hill — George Tenet was a 
Democrat staffer on the Hill prior to being appointed. 

So all of this talk about the President of the United States giving 
us false information, it was handed to him by George Tenet. George 
said, “It’s a slam dunk, Mr. President,” I seem to remember was 
the quote. Let’s not suggest that this President had anything but 
the best of motives when he determined what we had to do after 
9/11. And yes, 9/11 has something do with Saddam Hussein — 9/11 
was a declaration of war on the United States of America by an 
Islamo-Fascist movement that threatens the world. We need, after 
9/11, to make sure that this radical Islam was maneuvered against 
strategically to make sure that it did not gain the strength inter- 
nationally that it has as potential. 

And in order to make sure that we countered radical Islam, 
which attacked us on 9/11, this President thought a strategic move 
would be made in Iraq that would create a democratic alternative 
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to radical Islam. What other country would better serve as an ex- 
ample to the people of the Islamic world that democracy isn’t just 
for the Westerner, nor just for those people in Europe, but is in- 
deed open as well to people of the Islamic faith? This was a stra- 
tegic decision on the part of the President, a maneuver on the part 
of the President and had everything to do with 9/11. 

And I would suggest that we do not do anything to undermine 
this effort that is going on right now — where our boys are being 
killed by radical Islamists from outside of Iraq because these rad- 
ical Islamists know what the stakes are and they know that this 
is a strategic move against them and we should appreciate that 
fact — and make sure that we are supporting this. Just as we did 
in World War II against the Japanese and the Nazis. 

Chairman Hyde. The gentleman’s time has expired. Mr. 
Delahunt. 

Mr. Delahunt. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And in some ways, I 
welcome the support for a bipartisan, independent commission that 
we have heard here today when referring to the Silberman-Robb 
Commission. I would hope that those that have articulated their 
confidence in that approach would consider it when a proposal 
comes from the Minority regarding the establishment of a bipar- 
tisan, independent commission to determine what happened before, 
during, and after Hurricane Katrina, which has devastated the 
Gulf Coast. 

I did not intend to speak, but I would just like to make a com- 
ment on some of what I heard today. You know, confidence in our 
colleagues in the Intelligence Committee, that is fine. I think every 
Member of that Committee serves there with integrity and interest 
and dedication. But — and this goes to the point that was being 
made by Mr. Paul — in terms of the role of Congress, in terms of 
the role of politics; and again, it is tangential to what Mr. Leach 
said earlier about an examination that just does not focus on intel- 
ligence, it would appear that the so-called smoking gun line, “The 
intelligence and the facts were being fixed around the policy,” is 
what the focus of many comments has been. But to me there are, 
as others have said, telling areas that really cry out for review. 

One was, “The National Security Council has no patience with 
the United Nations route and no enthusiasm for publishing mate- 
rial on the Iraqi regime’s record.” The other line that comes out to 
me was, “There was little discussion in Washington of the after- 
math of military action.” These are real policy decisions. But this 
is not just about information for Members of Congress. At its very 
core, what I believe we are attempting to do is to go back and reex- 
amine — and, yes, Mr. Chairman, reexamine again and again and 
again through the years — ^because it was Mr. Leach who said this 
is one of the most significant foreign policy developments in gen- 
erations, it is our responsibility to reexamine the decision-making 
process. That is what we want to understand. The decision-making 
process that led us to war, the decision-making process during the 
war, and the decision-making process post the so-called major com- 
bat phase. What went wrong? 

Yes, we can run up to room 407 or whatever the number is. But 
it is the American people that have the right to know, that want 
to know, that are demanding answers. That is why, in some re- 
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spects, the confidence of the American people in terms of their sup- 
port for this war is eroding. Not because of what is being said 
about the President, but because they want a full examination and 
explanation of how we got ourselves here and what we are going 
to do about it. 

It is not time to continue to hold hearings behind closed doors 
in some room in the Capitol. It is time to bring it out. And to my 
friend from Texas, I think it is important that we secure these doc- 
uments. And those documents that ought not be disclosed or put 
forth into the public domain can be handled in a classified manner. 
But we have failed our responsibility here in this Committee. We 
have not had oversight hearings again and again and again about 
the decision-making process. We have not had it. And you know 
something, maybe what we have learned is that this is the con- 
sequence, unfortunate as it is, of having a single party in domi- 
nance in the House, in the Senate, and in the White House, wheth- 
er it be Republicans or Democrats. This is about the Congress of 
the United States. It is far more than just simply base, crass polit- 
ical politics and our role in our constitutional system. 

Chairman Hyde. The gentleman’s time has expired. Pursuant to 
notice, I call up the resolution, H. Res. 419, directing the Secretary 
of State to transmit to the House documents in his possession re- 
lating to the disclosure of the identity and employment of Ms. Val- 
erie Plame for purposes of markup and move its adverse rec- 
ommendation to the House. 

Without objection, the resolution will be considered as read and 
open for amendment at any point. I have an opening statement. 

[H. Res. 419 follows:] 
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H. RES. 419 


Directing; the Sccretaiy of State to transmit to the Ilonse of Representatives 
not later than 14 days after the date of the adoption of this resolution 
doenmeuts in the possession of the Secretaiy of State relating' to the 
disclosure of the identity and emphuTnent of lls. Valerie I’lame. 


IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATTVT^S 

July 29, 2005 

Mr. Holt (for himself, Mr. INSLEB, Mr. GeijaIjVA, Mr. CONYEES, Mr. 
Kiicinich, Mr. Tieeney, Mr. McDbemott, Mr. Ackeeman, Mr. 
DeFazio, Mr. IIiNCHBY, Mr. DeIjAHIInt, Mr. Doyle, Mr. UdaIjL of 
Colorado, Mr. Visclosky, Mr. McGoveen, Mr. PaIjLONE, Ms. Lee, and 
Ms. Matsui) submitted the folhnving resolution; which was referred to 
the Committee on International Relations 


RESOLUTION 

Directing the Secretaiy of State to transmit to the House 
of Representatives not later than 14 days after the date 
of the adoption of this resolution documents in the pos- 
session of the Secretary of State relating to the disclo- 
sure of the identity and emplovTiient of Ms. Valerie 
Plame. 

1 Resolved, That the Secretaiy of State is directed to 

2 transmit to the House of Representatives not later than 

3 the date that is 14 days after the date of the adoption 

4 of this resolution, all doemnents, including telephone and 


1 
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2 

1 electronic mail records, logs and calendars, personnel 

2 records, and records of internal discussions in the posses- 

3 sion of the Secretary of State relating to the disclosure 

4 of the identity of Ms. Valerie Plame as an employee of 

5 the Central Intelligence Agency during the period begin- 

6 ning on May 6, 2003, and ending on Jnly 31, 2003. 

O 


•HRES 419 IH 
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Chairman Hyde. The Committee now turns its attention to the 
last of today’s three resolutions of inquiry. Mr. Holt of New Jersey 
introduced H. Res. 419, directing the Secretary of State to transmit 
documents from May 6, 2003, to July 31, 2003, relating to the dis- 
closure of the identity and employment of Ms. Valerie Plame. If 
this sounds familiar to you, it is because we voted to report a simi- 
lar resolution, H. Res. 499, adversely on February 25, 2004. 

The reasons that lead us to vote to report the previous resolution 
adversely still hold today. That is, a criminal investigation by a 
special prosecutor is ongoing into this matter and this Committee 
should do nothing that might impede or prejudice this criminal in- 
vestigation. The Department of Justice opened the criminal inves- 
tigation September 2003 into whether the Government officials 
who allegedly identified Valerie Plame to the press violated Federal 
law that prohibits identifying covert agents, and it remains an on- 
going investigation. 

On October 3, 2003, White House counsel sent a memo to all 
White House employees to turn in copies of documents for the on- 
going probe into who leaked the name of a CIA operative. The 
press reported that the investigation soon included the State and 
Defense Departments as well as the White House and the CIA. 
Press reports indicate that the FBI has interviewed more than 
three dozen Bush Administration officials, including senior White 
House officials. 

Reportedly, box loads of documents have been forwarded to the 
FBI investigation team, including White House phone logs and e- 
mails. The Attorney General recused himself from the case Decem- 
ber 2003. Deputy Attorney General James Comey then appointed 
U.S. Attorney Patrick Fitzgerald to lead the investigation. Mr. Fitz- 
gerald, a veteran prosecutor with experience in national security 
matters, enjoys a stellar reputation. According to press reports, Mr. 
Fitzgerald has more independence than required under the Depart- 
ment of Justice regulations. For instance, he, unlike other U.S. At- 
torneys, does not have to seek approval from Justice Department 
officials before issuing subpoenas or granting immunity. Press re- 
ports indicate that a grand jury has been convened to hear testi- 
mony in this matter. As we all know, grand juries have sweeping 
authority that allows investigators to accept witnesses and docu- 
ments, including the same documents requested in H. Res. 419. 

By all reports, Mr. Fitzgerald is pursuing the investigation into 
the Valerie Plame matter aggressively and responsibly. We need to 
look no further than the jailing of the New York Times reporter, 
Judy Miller, to see how aggressively Mr. Fitzgerald is pursuing the 
truth in this manner. Under the circumstances, this is a matter 
best left to the grand jury. 

Of equal importance to this Committee is the action taken by the 
House Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence, the Committee 
of primary jurisdiction over the subject matter of H. Res. 419. The 
Intelligence Committee, in a bipartisan vote on the Valerie Plame 
matter, reported unfavorably without amendment on the resolu- 
tion. As a former Member of the Intelligence Committee, I am con- 
fident the Committee remains committed to the enforcement of the 
laws and regulations that exist to protect the Nation’s classified in- 
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telligence information, including the enforcement of the Intel- 
ligence Identities Protection Act of 1982. 

Finally, I would like to mention that Mr. Fitzgerald is the U.S. 
Attorney for the Chicago region and has, in the recent past, in- 
dicted several Republicans including the last Governor of the State 
of Illinois on 22 counts. I think it is safe to say he is not the least 
bit moved by political considerations. 

In light of all the foregoing, it is my intention to have H. Res. 
419 reported adversely, and I am pleased to recognize Mr. Acker- 
man. 

Mr. Ackerman. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. Mr. 
Chairman, we find ourselves once more discussing the unconscion- 
able release of the name of a CIA undercover operative in 2003, ap- 
parently by White House officials intent on discrediting and pun- 
ishing a critic of the Administration’s Iraq policy. The integrity of 
our intelligence agency and their ability to recruit foreign agents 
must not be undermined for political purposes. This leak rep- 
resents serious misconduct that must be fully investigated, and 
former agents have emphasized again and again the danger posed 
by this reckless release. 

Last year, Mr. Chairman, when you opposed a very similar reso- 
lution, as you cited, you assured us that no congressional investiga- 
tion was warranted because Special Prosecutor Fitzgerald was in- 
defatigable and would get to the bottom of this dangerous affair. 
Mr. Chairman, he might be indefatigable, but so far, the only per- 
son to be jailed is a reporter determined to protect her sources. She 
did not even write a story. Yet she has languished for over 2 
months in the same prison that houses Zacharias Moussaoui, the 
so-called 20th September 11th hijacker. 

Mr. Chairman, it is time for us to launch our own investigation 
and determine how and why Administration officials leaked classi- 
fied information and forever compromised Mrs. Flame’s cover with 
chilling effects for agents and sources everywhere. We must deter- 
mine what procedures need to be instituted to ensure that a re- 
lease of information like this never happens again. We also need 
to consider what changes in law may be necessary to make enforce- 
ment of current criminal laws more practical. 

Indeed, Mr. Chairman, it may be that Mr. Fitzgerald is unable 
to indict anyone for the underlying misconduct because of the strict 
standards in current law. He may be getting to the point that he 
will end his investigation without any report to us that would allow 
us to address this matter appropriately. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, since we last took up this matter it has 
become clear that the triggering event of the leak of an agent’s 
name may have been a memorandum prepared by the State De- 
partment which describes the operative’s relationship to Ambas- 
sador Wilson, and came to the attention of senior White House offi- 
cials. This creates an even clearer nexus with the work of this 
Committee. 

Mr. Chairman, we are not asking for any law enforcement mate- 
rials, even as this Body, for the last 10 years, has been used to in- 
vestigate critical misconduct during criminal investigations, as we 
did during the Enron affair and as this very Committee is doing 
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currently in the UN Oil-for-Food scandal. For the sake of our na- 
tional security, we should do no less here. 

I urge an affirmative vote for this and a vote against any notion 
recommending a negative reporting. 

Chairman Hyde. Mr. Delahunt. 

Mr. Delahunt. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And let me first say 
that I have the utmost confidence in Mr. Fitzgerald. I do not be- 
lieve that he would he motivated by any political considerations. 
During the course of my previous career in law enforcement, I have 
become aware of his reputation. He is a professional. His integrity 
is beyond any reproach. I can empathize and understand that it re- 
quires considerable time to secure information, and clearly, the se- 
curing of that information is most difficult. 

I can speculate that there have been roadblocks that he has had 
to deal with and address. Hopefully, he will conclude his investiga- 
tion, and if it is necessary that indictments be issued, that they 
will be issued and those responsible will be brought to justice. 

But this is not about Mr. Fitzgerald and his competence. In the 
course of your opening remarks, you alluded to the existence of a 
grand jury. I think I am confident that you are aware, as am I, 
there have been numerous congressional inquiries that have been 
undertaken contemporaneously with grand jury investigations. 
There is absolutely no impediment whatsoever to a congressional 
Committee’s exercise of its oversight because there is a concurrent 
criminal investigation, whether a grand jury is being utilized or 
not. So let’s be very clear about that. And if there is any disagree- 
ment, I would welcome the expression of that disagreement now. 

Let me make the point further, and I happen to have a section 
of the Justice Department’s own Federal Grand Jury Practice Man- 
ual that explains, and I am quoting now from the Department of 
Justice’s Grand Jury Practice Manual, “Material created independ- 
ently of the grand jury has long been held to be outside of the 
grand jury secrecy rules.” 

There is no impediment whatsoever to either the Fitzgerald in- 
vestigation or a grand jury investigation for this Committee to 
honor the resolution. 

And for the reasons that were articulated by the gentleman from 
New York, Mr. Ackerman, I support that. But let me just, before 
I conclude, and I will try to be brief, let’s examine the record of 
what has occurred here in Congress in terms of the exercise of 
oversight. 

In 1979 and 1999, the Government Affairs Committee inves- 
tigated campaign financing while the FBI and the department’s 
Campaign Finance Task Force were constructing a criminal inves- 
tigation. No problem there. 

In 2002, the House Energy and Commerce Committee inves- 
tigated the collapse of Enron and its outside auditor, Arthur Ander- 
sen, while the FCC investigated possible criminal investigations. 

The House Energy and Commerce Committee investigated Mar- 
tha Stewart, we all remember that, for insider trading allegations 
involving ImClone stock. Martha Stewart and ImClone were under 
investigation. And, of course, we know what happened to Martha 
Stewart. In 2002, the House Financial Services Committee inves- 
tigated the WorldCom scandal while criminal and civil cases were 
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pending. In fact, its CEO is currently serving some 25 years, but 
it did not stop Congress then. 

But you know what? The bottom line is, we do not have the polit- 
ical will — and I say this sadly — to exercise our constitutional re- 
sponsibility when it comes to this particular Administration be- 
cause we have a single-party state. And I dare say to try to make 
this bipartisan in tone, I dare say that if it were Democrats that 
controlled the White House, the House, and the Senate, we would 
have the same situation. And with that I yield. 

Chairman Hyde. Ms. Lee. 

Ms. Lee. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. Let me just say 
first that many believe that disclosure of an agent’s name for polit- 
ical reasons is inexcusable and it is dangerous. Confidential infor- 
mation should never be the subject of political game-playing. These 
questions rise to very high levels of the Executive Branch and they 
raise allegations of serious abuse of political power in order to em- 
barrass Administration critics and to deflect attention, quite frank- 
ly, from the real truth about the absence of weapons of mass de- 
struction in Iraq. This resolution requires the Administration to 
provide Congress with the information it needs to fulfill its con- 
stitutional oversight obligations. 

And, Mr. Chairman, in listening to the debate earlier with regard 
to the previous two resolutions, I am very concerned about the ero- 
sion of our three Branches of Government, and also in terms of the 
diminution of the importance of the role of Congress in its over- 
sight responsibilities. We have three Branches of Government. De- 
mocracy dictates that we ask these questions and that we receive 
the appropriate information. 

With regard to the previous resolutions of inquiry, for example, 
we wrote to the President of the United States; to date, we have 
not received the answers to the question. We filed a Freedom of In- 
formation Act request; to date we have not received a response to 
that filing. This Committee authorized the use of force. This Com- 
mittee did that, and this Committee certainly has the duty and re- 
sponsibility to ask these important questions. Taxpayers, in addi- 
tion, have paid for this war, 300-and-some billion dollars. And I am 
listening to those who are saying this is politicizing this whole war 
effort. 

Well, the American people are paying for this war. People call 
our offices, if they come to meet with us, if they engage in public 
discussion about the war, they have the right to do that. This is 
democracy. So politicizing such a critical effort as a war that has 
killed over 1,900 of our young men and women and countless Iraqis 
to me speaks to the unfortunate place many see our democracy 
now, and that is very much, if you ask me, it has very much eroded 
in terms of the fundamentals of democracy. 

People deserve to have the answers to their questions, not only 
Members of Congress. Many Americans know that there was no 
connection between 9/11 and Saddam Hussein and the war in Iraq. 
And because they know this, they are trying to understand why in 
the world did this Committee, for example, authorize the use of 
force with this information now coming out? So we have an obliga- 
tion to the American people to provide this information again. It 
should not be partisan. This should be about democracy. This 
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should be about getting the taxpayers the information they need 
because they know they have funded a war that was based on dis- 
torted information. 

Again, we should report these resolutions favorably. This Com- 
mittee is the Committee of jurisdiction that unfortunately author- 
ized the use of force. It authorized war. And so why in the world 
would we be stonewalled and not receive the information that we 
asked for? 

The world is not any safer as we see. Yes, we all agree that we 
must fight a war to end terrorism. But we cannot fight a war in 
such a way that it creates a world that is less safe and more dan- 
gerous. Iraq has become a haven for terrorists and it was not that 
before the invasion and the occupation. 

And so, Mr. Chairman, I think that all the questions are very le- 
gitimate that we are asking. That the American people deserve 
this; that any reference to politicizing this effort is incorrect; that 
democracy is about the involvement of people; the demand of the 
American people to ask their Government to petition their Govern- 
ment for information that they so desire. 

Again, we have seen the devastation in the wake of this horrific 
hurricane, Katrina. Where are the resources — where are the re- 
sources to protect our American people and protect our domestic se- 
curity and economic security? Those resources are not there be- 
cause of many reasons, and one of those reasons is the funding of 
this war, 300-and-some billion, which has been authorized. 

And so today, Mr. Chairman, I say people deserve the right to 
know where their taxpayer dollars are going. They deserve this in- 
formation. And finally, let me just request, Mr. Chairman, the cus- 
tomary 2 days to submit additional or dissenting views on all three 
resolutions. 

Chairman Hyde. Without objection, it is so ordered. The Chair 
would like to state for the record that Mr. Royce and Mr. Payne 
are both absent on official business, representing us at the United 
Nations. When the Committee reconvenes at 2 p.m., the motions 
pending will be to order all three resolutions, H. Res. 375, H. Res. 
408, and H. Res. 419, adversely. 

The Committee stands in recess until 2 p.m. 

[Recess.] 

Chairman Hyde. The Committee will come to order. 

When the Committee recessed, we had concluded debate on the 
three resolutions of inquiry, H. Res. 375, H. Res. 408, and H. Res. 
419. We will now proceed to vote on the pending motions to report 
each resolution adversely. 

The question occurs on H. Res. 375 on the motion to report the 
resolution adversely. 

All in favor say aye. 

All opposed say no. 

Mr. Lantos. Mr. Chairman, I request a recorded vote. 

Chairman Hyde. The gentleman requests a recorded vote and 
the clerk will call the role. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Leach. 

Mr. Leach. No. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Leach votes no. 

Mr. Smith of New Jersey. 
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Mr. Smith of New Jersey. Yes. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Smith of New Jersey votes yes. 
Mr. Burton. 

Mr. Burton. Aye. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Burton votes yes. 

Mr. Gallegly. 

Mr. Gallegly. Aye. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Gallegly votes yes. 

Ms. Ros-Lehtinen. 

Ms. Ros-Lehtinen. Yes. 

Ms. Rush. Ms. Ros-Lehtinen votes yes. 

Mr. Rohrabacher. 

Mr. Rohrabacher. Yes. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Rohrabacher votes yes. 

Mr. Royce. 

[No response.] 

Ms. Rush. Mr. King. 

[No response.] 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Chabot. 

Mr. Chabot. Yes. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Chabot votes yes. 

Mr. Tancredo. 

Mr. Tancredo. Yes. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Tancredo votes yes. 

Mr. Paul. 

Mr. Paul. Present. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Paul votes present. 

Mr. Issa. 

Mr. Issa. Yes. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Issa votes yes. 

Mr. Flake. 

Mr. Flake. Yes. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Flake votes yes. 

Mrs. Davis. 

Mrs. Davis. Aye. 

Ms. Rush. Mrs. Davis votes yes. 

Mr. Green. 

Mr. Green. Yes. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Green votes yes. 

Mr. Weller. 

Mr. Weller. Yes. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Weller votes yes. 

Mr. Pence. 

[No response.] 

Ms. Rush. Mr. McCotter. 

Mr. McCotter. Yes. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. McCotter votes yes. 

Ms. Harris. 

Ms. Harris. Yes. 

Ms. Rush. Ms. Harris votes yes. 

Mr. Wilson. 

Mr. Wilson. Yes. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Wilson votes yes. 

Mr. Boozman. 
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Mr. Boozman. Yes. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Boozman votes yes. 
Mr. Barrett. 

Mr. Barrett. Aye. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Barrett votes yes. 

Mr. Mack. 

Mr. Mack. Aye. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Mack votes yes. 

Mr. Fortenberry. 

Mr. Fortenberry. Yes. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Fortenberry votes yes. 
Mr. McCaul. 

Mr. McCaul. Yes. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. McCaul votes yes. 

Mr. Poe. 

[No response.] 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Lantos. 

Mr. Lantos. No. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Lantos votes no. 

Mr. Berman. 

Mr. Berman. No. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Berman votes no. 

Mr. Ackerman. 

Mr. Ackerman. No. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Ackerman votes no. 
Mr. Faleomavaega. 

[No response.] 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Payne. 

[No response.] 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Menendez. 

Mr. Menendez. No. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Menendez votes no. 
Mr. Brown. 

Mr. Brown. No. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Brown votes no. 

Mr. Sherman. 

Mr. Sherman. No. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Sherman votes no. 

Mr. Wexler. 

Mr. Wexler. No. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Wexler votes no. 

Mr. Engel. 

Mr. Engel. No. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Engel votes no. 

Mr. Delahunt. 

Mr. Delahunt. No. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Delahunt votes no. 

Mr. Meeks. 

Mr. Meeks. No. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Meeks votes no. 

Ms. Lee. 

Ms. Lee. No. 

Ms. Rush. Ms. Lee votes no. 

Mr. Crowley. 
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Mr. Crowley. No. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Crowley votes no. 

Mr. Blumenauer. 

Mr. Blumenauer. No. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Blumenauer votes no. 

Ms. Berkley. 

Ms. Berkley. No. 

Ms. Rush. Ms. Berkley votes no. 

Ms. Napolitano. 

[No response.] 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Schiff. 

Mr. Schiff. No. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Schiff votes no. 

Ms. Watson. 

Ms. Watson. No. 

Ms. Rush. Ms. Watson votes no. 

Mr. Smith of Washington. 

Mr. Smith of Washington. No. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Smith of Washington votes no. 

Ms. McCollum. 

Ms. McCollum. No. 

Ms. Rush. Ms. McCollum votes no. 

Mr. Chandler. 

Mr. Chandler. No. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Chandler votes no. 

Mr. Cardoza. 

Mr. Cardoza. No. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Cardoza votes no. 

Chairman Hyde. 

Chairman Hyde. Aye. 

Ms. Rush. Chairman Hyde votes yes. 

Chairman Hyde. Have we all voted? Anybody wish to change 
their vote? If not, would the clerk announce the roll? 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Poe. 

Mr. Poe. No — I vote aye, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Hyde. The clerk will reflect the vote. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Poe votes yes. 

There are 22 ayes, 21 noes, and 1 voting present. 

Chairman Hyde. The ayes have it and the motion to vote ad- 
versely is adopted. 

And the question occurs on the vote to report the resolution H. 
Res. 408 adversely. 

All those in favor say aye. 

All opposed, no. 

The ayes have it. 

Mr. Lantos. Mr. Chairman, I respectfully request a rollcall. 
Chairman Hyde. The clerk will call the roll. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Leach. 

Mr. Leach. No. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Leach votes no. 

Mr. Smith of New Jersey. 

Mr. Smith of New Jersey. Yes. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Smith of New Jersey votes yes. 

Mr. Burton. 
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Mr. Burton. Aye. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Burton votes yes. 

Mr. Gallegly. 

Mr. Gallegly. Aye. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Gallegly votes yes. 

Ms. Ros-Lehtinen. 

Ms. Ros-Lehtinen. Yes. 

Ms. Rush. Ms. Ros-Lehtinen votes yes. 
Mr. Rohrabacher. 

Mr. Rohrabacher. Yes. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Rohrabacher votes yes. 
Mr. Royce. 

[No response.] 

Ms. Rush. Mr. King. 

Mr. King. Yes. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. King votes yes. 

Mr. Chabot. 

Mr. Chabot. Yes. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Chabot votes yes. 

Mr. Tancredo. 

Mr. Tancredo. Yes. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Tancredo votes yes. 

Mr. Paul. 

Mr. Paul. Present. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Paul votes present. 

Mr. Issa. 

Mr. Issa. Yes. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Issa votes yes. 

Mr. Flake. 

Mr. Flake. Yes. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Flake votes yes. 

Mrs. Davis. 

Mrs. Davis. Aye. 

Ms. Rush. Mrs. Davis votes yes. 

Mr. Green. 

Mr. Green. Yes. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Green votes yes. 

Mr. Weller. 

Mr. Weller. Yes. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Weller votes yes. 

Mr. Pence. 

[No response.] 

Ms. Rush. Mr. McCotter. 

Mr. McCotter. Yes. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. McCotter votes yes. 

Ms. Harris. 

Ms. Harris. Yes. 

Ms. Rush. Ms. Harris votes yes. 

Mr. Wilson. 

Mr. Wilson. Yes. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Wilson votes yes. 

Mr. Boozman. 

Mr. Boozman. Yes. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Boozman votes yes. 
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Mr. Barrett. 

Mr. Barrett. Aye. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Barrett votes yes. 

Mr. Mack. 

Mr. Mack. Aye. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Mack votes yes. 

Mr. Fortenberry. 

Mr. Fortenberry. Yes. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Fortenberry votes yes. 
Mr. McCaul. 

Mr. McCaul. Yes. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. McCaul votes yes. 

Mr. Poe. 

Mr. Poe. Yes. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Poe votes yes. 

Mr. Lantos. 

Mr. Lantos. No. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Lantos votes no. 

Mr. Berman. 

Mr. Berman. No. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Berman votes no. 

Mr. Ackerman. 

Mr. Ackerman. No. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Ackerman votes no. 
Mr. Faleomavaega. 

[No response.] 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Payne. 

[No response.] 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Menendez. 

Mr. Menendez. No. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Menendez votes no. 
Mr. Brown. 

Mr. Brown. No. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Brown votes no. 

Mr. Sherman. 

Mr. Sherman. No. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Sherman votes no. 

Mr. Wexler. 

Mr. Wexler. No. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Wexler votes no. 

Mr. Engel. 

Mr. Engel. No. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Engel votes no. 

Mr. Delahunt. 

Mr. Delahunt. No. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Delahunt votes no. 

Mr. Meeks. 

Mr. Meeks. No. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Meeks votes no. 

Ms. Lee. 

Ms. Lee. No. 

Ms. Rush. Ms. Lee votes no. 

Mr. Crowley. 

Mr. Crowley. No. 
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Ms. Rush. Mr. Crowley votes no. 

Mr. Blumenauer. 

Mr. Blumenauer. No. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Blumenauer votes no. 

Ms. Berkley. 

Ms. Berkley. No. 

Ms. Rush. Ms. Berkley votes no. 

Mrs. Napolitano. 

Mrs. Napolitano. No. 

Ms. Rush. Mrs. Napolitano votes no. 

Mr. Schiff. 

Mr. Schiff. No. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Schiff votes no. 

Ms. Watson. 

Ms. Watson. No. 

Ms. Rush. Ms. Watson votes no. 

Mr. Smith of Washington. 

Mr. Smith of Washington. No. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Smith of Washington votes no. 

Ms. McCollum. 

Ms. McCollum. No. 

Ms. Rush. Ms. McCollum votes no. 

Mr. Chandler. 

Mr. Chandler. No. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Chandler votes no. 

Mr. Cardoza. 

Mr. Cardoza. No. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Cardoza votes no. 

Chairman Hyde. 

Chairman Hyde. Aye. 

Ms. Rush. Chairman Hyde votes yes. 

Chairman Hyde. Have we all voted? Anybody wish to change 
their vote? If not, the clerk will report the roll. 

Ms. Rush. On this vote there are 23 ayes, 22 nos, and 1 voting 
present. 

Chairman Hyde. The ayes have it. The motion to report ad- 
versely is adopted. 

And the question occurs on the motion to report the resolution 
H. Res. 419 adversely. 

All in favor say aye. 

All opposed, no. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Leach. 

Mr. Leach. Yes. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Leach votes yes. 

Mr. Smith of New Jersey. 

Mr. Smith of New Jersey. Yes. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Smith of New Jersey votes yes. 

Mr. Burton. 

Mr. Burton. Aye. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Burton votes yes. 

Mr. Gallegly. 

Mr. Gallegly. Aye. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Gallegly votes yes. 
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Ms. Ros-Lehtinen. 

Ms. Ros-Lehtinen. Yes. 

Ms. Rush. Ms. Ros-Lehtinen votes yes. 
Mr. Rohrabacher. 

Mr. Rohrabacher. Aye. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Rohrabacher votes yes. 
Mr. Royce. 

[No response.] 

Ms. Rush. Mr. King. 

Mr. King. Yes. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. King votes yes. 

Mr. Chabot. 

Mr. Chabot. Yes. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Chabot votes yes. 

Mr. Tancredo. 

Mr. Tancredo. Yes. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Tancredo votes yes. 

Mr. Paul. 

Mr. Paul. Yes. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Paul votes yes. 

Mr. Issa. 

Mr. Issa. Yes. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Issa votes yes. 

Mr. Flake. 

Mr. Flake. Yes. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Flake votes yes. 

Mrs. Davis. 

Mrs. Davis. Aye. 

Ms. Rush. Mrs. Davis votes yes. 

Mr. Green. 

Mr. Green. Yes. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Green votes yes. 

Mr. Weller. 

Mr. Weller. Yes. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Weller votes yes. 

Mr. Pence. 

Mr. Pence. Yes. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Pence votes yes. 

Mr. McCotter. 

Mr. McCotter. Yes. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. McCotter votes yes. 

Ms. Harris. 

Ms. Harris. Yes. 

Ms. Rush. Ms. Harris votes yes. 

Mr. Wilson. 

Mr. Wilson. Yes. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Wilson votes yes. 

Mr. Boozman. 

Mr. Boozman. Yes. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Boozman votes yes. 

Mr. Barrett. 

Mr. Barrett. Aye. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Barrett votes yes. 

Mr. Mack. 
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Mr. Mack. Aye. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Mack votes yes. 

Mr. Fortenberry. 

Mr. Fortenberry. Yes. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Fortenberry votes yes. 
Mr. McCaul. 

Mr. McCaul. Yes. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. McCaul votes yes. 

Mr. Poe. 

Mr. Poe. Yes. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Poe votes yes. 

Mr. Lantos. 

Mr. Lantos. No. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Lantos votes no. 

Mr. Berman. 

Mr. Berman. No. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Berman votes no. 

Mr. Ackerman. 

Mr. Ackerman. No. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Ackerman votes no. 
Mr. Faleomavaega. 

[No response.] 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Payne. 

[No response.] 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Menendez. 

Mr. Menendez. No. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Menendez votes no. 
Mr. Brown. 

Mr. Brown. No. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Brown votes no. 

Mr. Sherman. 

Mr. Sherman. No. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Sherman votes no. 

Mr. Wexler. 

Mr. Wexler. No. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Wexler votes no. 

Mr. Engel. 

Mr. Engel. No. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Engel votes no. 

Mr. Delahunt. 

Mr. Delahunt. No. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Delahunt votes no. 

Mr. Meeks. 

Mr. Meeks. No. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Meeks votes no. 

Ms. Lee. 

Ms. Lee. No. 

Ms. Rush. Ms. Lee votes no. 

Mr. Crowley. 

Mr. Crowley. No. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Crowley votes no. 

Mr. Blumenauer. 

Mr. Blumenauer. No. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Blumenauer votes no. 



77 


Ms. Berkley. 

Ms. Berkley. No. 

Ms. Rush. Ms. Berkley votes no. 

Mrs. Napolitano. 

Mrs. Napolitano. No. 

Ms. Rush. Mrs. Napolitano votes no. 

Mr. Schiff. 

Mr. Schiff. No. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Schiff votes no. 

Ms. Watson. 

Ms. Watson. No. 

Ms. Rush. Ms. Watson votes no. 

Mr. Smith of Washington. 

Mr. Smith of Washington. No. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Smith of Washington votes no. 

Ms. McCollum. 

Ms. McCollum. No. 

Ms. Rush. Ms. McCollum votes no. 

Mr. Chandler. 

Mr. Chandler. No. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Chandler votes no. 

Mr. Cardoza. 

Mr. Cardoza. No. 

Ms. Rush. Mr. Cardoza votes no. 

Ms. Rush. Chairman Hyde. 

Chairman Hyde. Aye. 

Ms. Rush. Chairman Hyde votes yes. 

Chairman Hyde. Have all voted who wish? Anybody wish to 
change their vote? If not, the clerk will report. 

Ms. Rush. On this vote there are 26 yeses and 21 noes. 

Chairman Hyde. And the ayes have it. The motion to report ad- 
versely is adopted. And, without objection, the staff is directed to 
make any technical and conforming changes. 

Ladies and gentlemen, before you leave, the Chair would like to 
announce that it is not customary to introduce people in the audi- 
ence at Committee meetings, but occasionally we break that rule; 
and we break the rule now to introduce a visitor, Mr. James Sheri- 
dan, a member of the British Parliament House of Commons, the 
Labor Party, and he is visiting us. Mr. Sheridan. 

The Committee stands adjourned. 

[Whereupon, at 2:23 p.m., the Committee was adjourned.] 




APPENDIX 


Material Submitted for the Hearing Record 

Prepared Statement of the Honorable Grace F. Napolitano, a 
Representative in Congress from the State of California 

H. RES. 375 

Mr. Chairman, I was unable to attend the vote on H.Res. 375, Requesting the 
President and directing the Secretary of State to transmit to the House of Representa- 
tives not later than 14 days after the date of the adoption of this resolution all infor- 
mation in the possession of the President and the Secretary of State relating to com- 
munication with officials of the United Kingdom between January 1, 2002, and Octo- 
ber 16, 2002, relating to the policy of the United States with respect to Iraq. I would 
like the record to reflect that I would have voted NO on H.RES. 375. 


Prepared Statement of the Honorable Earl Blumenauer, a Representative 
IN Congress from the State of Oregon 

H. RES. 375, H. RES. 408, AND H. RES. 419 

Today was another missed opportunity for Congress to do its duty in oversight 
of the Bush Administration’s actions in the lead-up to war in Iraq. Our House Inter- 
national Relations Committee had resolutions of inquiry about the “Downing Street” 
Memo and the illegal identification of CIA agent Valerie Plame. These issues raise 
serious questions about the administration’s behavior. As a member of the Sub- 
committee on Oversight and Investigations, I am embarrassed that Congress gets 
more accurate information from the news media than we do from our own oversight 
and investigative activities and high-level administration briefings. 

We must heed the admission of former Secretary of State Colin Powell, who re- 
cently referred to his false descriptions of Iraqi weapons programs before the United 
Nations Security Council as a permanent “blot” on his record. This Congress is at 
risk that our failure to provide this essential oversight will be a “blot” on our record 
as well. 


Prepared Statement of the Honorable Betty McCollum, a Representative in 
Congress from the State of Minnesota 

H. RES. 375, H. RES. 409, AND H. RES. 419 

Mr. Chairman, I want to express my support for H. Res. 375, as well as H. Res. 
408 and H. Res. 419, all requesting information from the Administration regarding 
plans and communication leading up to the war in Iraq, as well as requesting infor- 
mation regarding the leak of CIA Agent Valerie Plame’s name to the media. These 
resolutions highlight a disturbing trend within the Bush Administration to hide crit- 
ical information from Congress and the American people. The President owes Amer- 
icans the truth, especially when it involves the lives of our sons and daughters. 

Like so many of my colleagues, and so many of my constituents in the 4th District 
of Minnesota, I was profoundly disturbed when I learned of the so-called Downing 
Street Memo in May 2005. This document details minutes of a July 2002 meeting 
between British Prime Minister Tony Blair and his cabinet. The minutes of the 
meeting indicate that British officials believed President Bush had already decided 
to pursue war with Iraq. The minutes further appear to indicate that the Bush Ad- 
ministration was intentionally distorting intelligence information to justify the case 
for invading Iraq. 
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Concern by Congress and the American people regarding the Downing Street 
Memo have escalated since first reported. Earlier this year, over ninety Members 
of the House sent a letter to President Bush requesting a full accounting of these 
allegations. The President has yet to respond to this letter. However, the British 
government has not disputed the authenticity of the Downing Street Memo, and a 
former senior Bush Administration official has confirmed the accuracy of this ac- 
count to the press. The failure of the Administration to address these concerns and 
to adequately investigate the leak of an undercover CIA agent’s name to the media 
is obstructionist. This is a meter of accountability and transparency, and I support 
all three of these resolutions. 

While all Americans stand united in support of our troops, President Bush has 
offered no plan for success in Iraq. In fact, most Americans now agree that the 
President’s complete mishandling of the war in Iraq has transformed Iraq into a ter- 
rorist haven and made our own nation less safe. As a member of the minority party 
in Congress, I will continue to hold the Bush Administration accountable for the 
flawed and dangerous policy in Iraq. 

H. Res. 375, H. Res. 408, and H. Res. 419 should be favorably reported out of the 
House International Relations Committee, and the citizens of this country should 
finally be told the truth by this Administration. 


Prepared Statement of the Honorable James A. Leach, a Representative in 
Congress from the State of Iowa 

H. res. 375 

First, let me say that the opening statement of the Chairman was one of the most 
thoughtful opening statements of a Chairman that I’ve ever listened to. Secondly, 
I want to explain why I don’t find it completely compelling. 

It is true that this Congress and other committees and commissions have overseen 
aspects of the intelligence issue. But this inquiry is partly about intelligence and 
partly about diplomacy and it’s partly about other things. For example, on the post- 
invasion planning, there’s a quote from a British cabinet paper which says post-war 
occupation of Iraq could lead to a protracted and costly nation-building exercise and 
that U.S. military plans are virtually silent on this point. This British assessment 
at the time is of extraordinary significance. It is an aspect of United States policy 
for which the case for transparency is rather strong. 

There is a clear element of partisanship in this inquiry. On the other hand, all 
of us should understand that it is the responsibility of the minority party to hold 
the majority party accountable. It’s also the responsibility of the United States Con- 
gress to oversee the Executive Branch. And these two perspectives are far more sig- 
nificant than the partisan advantage. 

I will conclude with one observation about a statement last week. The former Sec- 
retary of State Colin Powell stated that it was a blot on his record that he misused 
intelligence. I don’t want it to be a blot on the Congress’ record that we refused the 
most vigorous oversight of the most extraordinary foreign policy initiative of the last 
generation, an initiative that at this moment in time appears to have enormously 
consequential and frail implications for our national security. Accordingly, I’m hard- 
pressed to do anything except support this inquiry despite the powerful statement 
of the Chairman. 


Prepared Statement of the Honorable Robert Menendez, a Representative 
IN Congress from the State of New Jersey 

H. RES 419 

Mr. Chairman, on February 25, 2004 — over a year and a half ago — this Com- 
mittee convened to discuss a very similar piece of legislation to what we are dis- 
cussing today. 

Over a year and a half ago. Members of this Committee made what should have 
been a very simple request — they asked that Congress and this Committee be given 
the information needed to conduct its own investigation into the unauthorized nam- 
ing of a CIA operative. 

And over a year and a half ago, this resolution was defeated on a purely partisan 
basis — perhaps by some who believed election year politics were more important 
than discovering the truth about a felony. 

Mr. Chairman, the questions I asked the Committee back in February 2004 are 
still relevant today. 
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Do we support the law of the land which clearly states that disclosing the name 
of a covert agent is a crime? 

Will we stand up for the men and women who risk their lives as covert agents 
around the world to protect the national security of the United States? 

Do we believe that Congress must fulfill its own oversight function? 

If you answer yes to each of these questions, then you should join me and support 
this resolution, which would simply give the Congress and this Committee the tools 
it needs to conduct an independent Congressional investigation. 

Mr. Chairman, the way this case has been allowed to languish and fade from the 
American consciousness is unacceptable. Congress has an obligation to the Amer- 
ican people and to the intelligence community to investigate this issue ourselves. 

I have several serious concerns regarding the manner in which the administration 
has handled this case, and recently released information this summer only deepened 
those concerns. 

First, in this case, the Executive branch should not be allowed to investigate 
itself. There is an inherent conflict of interest which underscores the need for Con- 
gressional oversight. 

This is particularly true given the serious allegations that Valerie Flame’s name 
was leaked in retaliation for her husband’s comments on the administration’s policy 
on the Iraq war. If these allegations are correct, the administration is playing a dan- 
gerous and illegal game, risking the lives of covert operatives and the nation’s na- 
tional security in a petty drive to silence critics. 

Secondly, I am deeply concerned by allegations that arose this past summer that 
Karl Rove, the Deputy Chief of Staff at the White House, was the source of the leak. 

This administration has stated multiple times that anyone who was found to be 
involved with the leak would be fired. And yet, Karl Rove remains in his post. 
Whether Karl Rove violated the law or not is a question for the special prosecutor — 
but the White House said they had a higher standard. I call on the White House 
to make good on its pledge and ask for Rove’s resignation. The White House should 
not aid and abet those within it in if they expose CIA agents who work for this 
country and defend it from danger. 

The time is passed when Congress should have taken the reins of this investiga- 
tion and ensured its integrity and impartiality. 

And so I ask my colleagues now, a year and a half after this resolution was first 
brought before us — how long will we continue to abrogate our responsibility? 

How long will we continue to fail to uphold the law of the land? 

How long will we continue to fall short of providing full protection for our intel- 
ligence community? 

We have already wasted a year and a half of time, when the Congress could have 
been conducting its own independent investigation. 

We have already allowed partisanship to supersede obligation, when this resolu- 
tion failed on a strictly party-line vote last February. 

CIA agents operate in secret so they can protect America from its enemies, from 
terrorism here at home. When their identities are revealed, not only are they put 
at risk but America is also put at risk. 

Today we are being given the chance to right this wrong, to exercise our obliga- 
tion of oversight. And after what we have witnessed during the past year and half 
of this investigation, every Member of Congress should be willing and ready to do 
so. 

H. RES. 375 AND H. RES. 408 

• H. Res. 375 — Resolution of Inquiry requesting transmission of documents 
from Secretary of State relating to communication of officials in UK on Iraq 
between Jan. 1, 2002 and Oct. 16, 2002 

• H. Res. 408 — Resolution of Inquiry, requesting transmission of documents 
from Secretary of Defense relating to communications with UK officials on 
policy of US to Iraq 

Mr. Chairman, with each of the Resolutions of Inquiries we will vote on today, 
the Congress is simply saying: 

We have the right to know. 

The American people have the right to know. 

And the Congress of the United States has an obligation to the American people 
to make sure that the Executive branch is carr 3 dng-out its duties and informing the 
public. 

In the particular case of the two resolutions of inquiry related to Iraq, we are sim- 
ply asking for information on the decisions this administration made when it led 
our country into an elective war in Iraq. 
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The Downing Street Memo is a summary of a high level meeting with Tony Blair 
and senior members of his national security team. This memo seems to have critical 
information on pre-war planning in the US and Britain. 

Most importantly, the memo, as reported in the press, indicates that: 

• President Bush and Prime Minister Blair had already decided to go war and 
the US was already involved in detailed war planning in July 2002; 

• “the intelligence and the facts were being fixed around the policy;” ^ 

• the real reason for the war was to overthrow Saddam Hussein and had little 
to do with weapons of mass destruction; 

• policy makers knew that the case for war was weak. As was reportedly said 
by the British foreign secretary, “The case was thin. Saddam was not threat- 
ening his neighbours, and his WMD capability was less than that of Libya, 
North Korea or Iran.” ^ 

• the British Attorney General doubted whether international law would sup- 
port the US case for war; and 

• the US was doing little or no post-war planning. 

And all of this was in 2002 — eight months before the start of the war, three 
months before the Congressional vote authorizing force, and four months before the 
BritishAJS resolution on Iraq at the UN. 

All we are asking is to know whether this information is accurate. All we are ask- 
ing is to be allowed to see this information ourselves, so that we can know what 
really happened. 

All we are asking is that the American public be given the facts so they can make 
their own judgments. 

Since the administration’s main reasons for the war have proven false, the Down- 
ing Street Memo, and other documents, may provide answers to the most critical 
questions about why we went to war. 

If the Administration has nothing to hide, then they should be happy to let the 
Congress and the American public sees this information and has the answers to 
these important questions. 

There is no more sacred trust that we give our President than the decision to go 
to war — the decision to send our young men and women into harm’s way. As Mem- 
bers of Congress and as Americans, we must learn the true story behind this Presi- 
dent’s decision to take this country into an elective war. 

It has become clear to everyone that the Administration’s claims that we were in 
immediate danger from Saddam’s weapons of mass destruction were untrue. This 
President, preemptively and without solid justification, led our country into a war 
that has hilled almost 1,900 soldiers and will cost us over $200 billion dollars, and 
all without a plan to win the peace. 

Mr. Chairman, with these resolutions we are simply saying that Congress, and 
America, has the right to know what the Administration knew, when they knew it, 
and how and why they made their decisions. 

At a time when so many of our country’s bravest and brightest have died in this 
war and continue to be in harm’s way, the American people deserve to have real 
answers to these serious questions. 

Vote No on the motion. 

o 


^Statement attributed to Sir Richard Dearlove, Chief of MIG. Downing Street Memo, To: 
David Manning, From: Matthew Rycroft, 23 July 2002, as published by The Sunday Times of 
London. 

2 Statement attributed to Geoff Hoon, Foreign Secretary. Downing Street Memo, To: David 
Manning, From: Matthew Rycroft, 23 July 2002, as published by The Sunday Times of London. 



